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“*Mx. Justice Deyuan, who is to take the work of Mr. 
ustice Fry’s court during the absence of the latter 
ag judge on circuit, will not sit before Monday, 


'° 





_ {Tue Vacation, Juvers this year will be Mr. Baron 
Wollock.and Lord Coleridge. The former will undertake 
‘the first half.of the Long Vacation, and the latter the 

Regulations as to the course of the vaca- 
ion business will be issued shortly. 





“Tux Covrr or Arpgat at Lincoln’s-inn has risen for a 

. days’ interval, and will resume its sittings on 

y next. As the Westminster ‘division of the 

ourt will not sit again till after the Long Vacation, the 

ourt at Lincoln’s-inn, besides hearing chancery appeals, 
hear interlocutory appeals from all the Divisions. 


“Now THAT 80/MUCH BLECTIONEERING is done by local 
semnietione it becomes important for candidates 

n how far they:may be made responsible for 

facta of the members ot these bodies ; and the decision 

; esday on the Bewdley: petition will not tend to 
diminish the desire for information on this matter. The 
‘Wiewsof the judges have not always been consistent. 
Gnethe: Taunton :case':(1..0°M. & H..181),Mr. Justice 
‘Blackburn seemed to lsy down the rule that wheres can- 





didate knows of, and.permits, the 
political 


are agents. é 
hand, in the Windsor case (2 O'M. &, H. 88), Mr. Baron 
ban alg Wy Saye bps tea a committee which had 
been formed for the express purpose of promoting 
election of the respondent was not necessarily Spm 
“Tf,” he said, “,we.were to hold this man to. be an.agent, 
it would make the law of.agency, as applicable to can- 
didates, positively hateful and ludicrous.” And.in the 
Westminster case (2 O'M. .& -H. 66) Mr. ;Baron,Martin 
refused to consider as the agent of the respondent a 
member of apolitical society, the funds of which.were 
largely furnished bythe respondent, and were 
canvassing persons to yote for him. In. this. case, 
however, . there .was evidence .that the . assogia- 
tion .was.an agency independent of the candidate, 
and acting on its own behalf. In the recent 
Westbury case, decided last month, Mr. Justice Lush 
and Mr. Justice Manisty took the same view. In that 
case the political association had an office of its own 
distinct from that of the candidate, and ‘there was no 
interchange of information between them, beyond an 
occasional inquiry to know how matters were going on; 
there was no communication between the candidate 
and his agents and the association, and each party 
acted independently of the other in furtherance of their 
common purpose. Tho judges held that no member of 
the association was, as such, an agent for the respondent 
for any purpose in connection with the election. In the 
Bewdley case, on the contrary, the political 
was shown to be in intimate relations with the agents of 
the candidate, exchanging information as to the can- 
vassing of voters and the conduct of the election ; and the 
judges held that under these circumstances the members 
of the asssociation were agents of the candidate. The 
lesson for a candidate appears to be to Jet the political 
association advocate his cause, canvass for him and do 
its best to secure his return, but to take care that all this 
work is done independently of the candidate and without 
communication with his agents. 





Ir. 1s NoT VERY cLEAR how the judicial. arrangements 
of this country are arrived at, but. we should suppose 
that they are the result partly of the general control 
exercised by the Lord Chancellor and .partly .of the 
judges’ own views. It is impossible to help wondering 
how such an extraordinary arrangement can. have been 
made as that by. which Mr. Justice Fry goes.cireuit and 
Mr.. Justice Denman is to act; as a chamberless’ Vice- 
Chancellor. It has. at various times been..put. for- 
ward as the correct theory on the subject.that,every 
judge ought to administer all branches of the law, 
it. is suggested that otherwise the coherence aad unity 
of the whole system of law. which is so desizable cannot 
be preserved. There is some truth in this theory, but 
it seems more than doubtful how far it is applicable 
to courts of .first. instance, at any rate. in a. country 
where, as in England, the other system has long. pre- 
vailed. It would seem sufficient at present: that in the 
courts of appeal, where there is more time for 
and investigation, the judges should apply th 
to. all branches indiscriminately. This..would 
prevent that divergence which is so, much 
to. But in a court of first instance, where .a. 
deal of business has to be rapidly. transacted, 
ing familiarity with matters of practice _ and «the 
administrative machinery of the particular branch, 
it seems. eminently desirable that the judge whose 
practice has been specially conversant: with the matters 
in .hand should be employed. To strike .the. just 
balance between the advantages secured by the. great 
principle of the division of labour and the. narrowness 
which.-its excessive .application entails, is. problem 
which arises not only, in law but in xzespeet of:many 
other matters. A man who got his eook to: drive::his 
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carriage and his coachman to cook the dinner would be 
generally considered to have gone too far in his apprecia- 
tion of the advantages of versatility. At least, while he 
was living in the transition period, before his coachman 
had got the requisite familiarity with the use of sauce- 
pans, and the cook with the management of the ribbons, 
we are disposed to think that few of his friends would 
accept his invitations to dinner, or be disposed to have a 
lift in his carriage. We cannot help thinking that there 
is a certain recklessness of the interests of individuals in 
the application of this desire for fusion which sends 
Vice-Chancellors to try murders, and puts common 
lawyers to deal with questions about marriage settle- 
ments and administration suits. It may be that in con- 
sequence years hence some theoretical excellence may be 
attained; but miscarriages of justice which wreck indi- 
viduals’ lives and fortunes are perhaps a heavy price to 
pay for the advantages secured. 


Tue Covrror Arrgat seems to have felt little difficulty 
last week in disposing of the writ of error in the case of 
The Queen v. Orton, alias Castro. The substantial 
point involved in the case was the question as to the 
power to impose a sentence to commence at the expira- 
tion of another sentence in cases of misdemeanour. This 
was, however, decided long ago by Wilkes’ case, which 
has been followed ever since. The distinction taken was 
that in Wilkes’ case there had been two indictments, 
whereas in the present case there were two counts for 
different misdemeanours included in one indictment. 
This distinction seems to derive most of its force from 
the words of the statute which imposes the punishment on 
perjury, though theargument to bederived from the words 
hardly seems to have been fully brought forward. The 
words are, “ It shall be lawful for the court before whom 
any person shall be convicted of perjury to order such 
person to be transported beyond seas for a term not 
exceeding seven years, and thereupon judgment shall be 
given that the person convicted shall be transported 
accordingly over and besides such punishment as shall 
be adjudged to be inflicted on such person agreeably to 
the laws now in being.” Now, it does not seem to us 
altogether absurd to contend that, under these words, 
there can be only one sentence on one conviction, and that 
there can only be one conviction for this purpose at one 
and the same trial We do not say that this 
would be according to the reason of the thing, but 
criminal statutes are to be construed strictly, and it 
may be that the Legislature have not used words which 
clearly enough point to that which would be the reason of 
the thing—viz., that a man being tried simultaneously for 
two misdemeanours may receive a separate punishment for 
each. It may be answered, however, that, if Wilkes’ cuse‘is 
right, there might be two cumulative sentences of trans- 
portation on different indictments; and, if so, it is 
absurd that there should be any difference merely be- 
cause the offences were made the subject of one trial 
instead of two. The court, in the recent case, ridiculed 
the argument that the sentence was bad because it did 
not inflict the common law punishment of imprisonment 
in addition to penal servitude; but when it is considered 
that the seven years’ transportation was to be in addition 
to such punishment, one doubts whether it could have 
been contemplated by the Legislature that there should 
be two periods of transportation additional to two 
common law imprisonments. How are these to be 
arranged? Could the prisoner be imprisoned for a 
month and then transported, and then brought back 
again and imprisoned for another month, and then 
transported again? This, of course, would be absurd. 
Could the sentences then be so dovetailed into one 
another that the two periods of imprisonment should 
both take place before the double period of transporta- 
tion? These are matters of form, no doubt, but they 
lead one to doubt whether the case was present to the 
minds of the Legislature when passing the statute, and 





whether they really anticipated two cumulative periods 
of transportation. We confess to thinking that the 
point upon the words of the statute presents a little- 
more difficulty than the court appeared to find in it. 





A errer from Mr. Addison on the Leases Bill, which. 
will be found in another column, states very clearly con- 
clusions deserving great respect, as being derived from 
wide practical experience. There are only two points on. 
which we differ from our correspondent. He objects to 
the clause in Lord Cairns’ Bill requiring the landlord to. 
give notice before exercising his right of re-entry, on 
the ground that there are cases where summary enforce- 
ment of rights is very important to a lessor. This is a 
good argument against interfering in any way with the 
operation of the proviso for re-entry, but it does not 
seem difficult to modify Lord Cairns’ clause so as to- 
render it even less liable to this objection than the 
remedy which Mr. Addison advocates. As it stands the: 
clause appears to us to be too sweeping, and the operation, 
of the provision as to the breach being remedied or 


compensation paid by the tenant within a reasonable - 


time, ought to be expressly made contingent on the 
breach being one capable of remedy, or being a reason- 
able subject for compensation, having regard to the 
interests of the landlord. So limited we do not see that 
the clause would be open to Mr. Addison’s vbjection, 
If the operation of the whole measure were limited 
to leases not at rack rent, we are disposed te 
think that no such limitation would be required. 
The other point on which we differ from. Mr. Addison is. 
as to this limitation of relief to leases not at rack rent.. 
Whether this limitation is inserted in the Bill or not, 
there can be little doubt that if the Bill becomes law the- 
judges in general will be unable to discover in the case of 
forfeiture of leases at rack rent any substantial hardship 
calling for relief, and so the operation of the measure 
will be practically restricted to leases not at rack rent, 
But by not inserting the provision in the Bill, encourage. 
ment is given to applications to the court by lessees at 
rack rent ; scope is afforded for the practical application. 
of the views of eccentric judges, or judges who may have 
strong opinions against forfeiture; and lessees at rack rent. 
are tempted by the chance of relief against forfeiture to- 
looseness in the performance of the obligations they have 
entered into. As to Mr. Addison’s point that a lease 
originally at rack rent may become valuable, we imagine 
that it will be for the judge to say whether the lease 
with reference to which the application for relief is made 
is or is not at that time a lease not at arack rent. We 
are disposed to agree with Mr. Addison that it is & 
mistake to exclude from the operation of Lord Cairns’ 
Bill clauses prohibiting assignments without licence. 
There is no doubt that a good deal of extortion is prac- 
tised with reference to these licences, and power shoulé 
be given to the court to settle reasonable terms in cases 
where it is right that assignment should be allowed. 





A corrEsPonpENT encloses to us a copy of a letter 
which he has addressed to the Lord Chancellor with 
reference to the delays in the office of the Chancery Pay- 
master. He says :— 

“If I send my pass-book to my bankers to be made 
up, I can always get it the next day, or ab the 
furthest in two days’ time. In the case of the Paymaster- 
General in Chancery I have left a transcript of account 
somewhere about five weeks to have a few entries posted. 
My managing clerk informs me that in answer to repeated 


inquiries he is ‘It is nota bit of use sending; you 
a . . « In every case with which 
ienced the same 


must wait patiently.’ 
I have had anything to do I have ex 
preposterous delays in this branch of t 


Most 


offices.” 





practitioners can testify that the complaint of 
delay in the Chancery Paymaster’s Office is but too well 
founded, and that for years past the progress of busines | 
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in that office has been . At the same time 
it should be borne in mind that the fault in a great 
measure lies at the door of the Treasury. The office is 
undermanned, and the fact has been repeatedly brought 
to the notice of the authorities, but hitherto without 
result. 

The Paymaster has this week received a reprimand 
in open court from the Master of the Rolls for his 
non-acceptance of the recent allotment of London and 
North-Western Railway Stock in respect of the several 
sums of the stock of that railway standing in his 
name. We must say that, although we have no great 
affection for the Chancery Paymaster, we think the 
observations of the learned Master of the Rolls were made 
without due consideration. The Chancery Paymaster 
is not entitled to deal in any way with the funds under 
his control except in pursuance of an order of court. 
He has no knowledge whatever as to the rights of the 
parties to an action, and has no means of knowing who 
may be entitled to require his acceptance of the newly 
allotted stock. Besides this, it must be remembered 
that the acceptance of the stock necessitates payment 
being made in respect of it. Where is the money for this 
purpose to come from? Without the order of the court 
the Paymaster cannot obtain this money, and he cannot 
be expected to incur a personal liability to pay for a 
large amount of railway stock which he would not know 
what to do with. In cases where stock has been a re- 
deemable stock, such as the old East India Ten per Cents., 
there is good reason why the court should make a 
general order directing the Chancery Paymaster to accept 
the substituted stock. But a “general order” could 
not be made universally applicable in such a case as the 
recent allotment of fresh railway stock, and the cir- 
cumstances of each case must guide the court in its 
directions with respect to the stock allotted. 








In the case before the Birmingham County Court, re- 
ported ante,p. 633, in which an objection was taken to the 
certificate of registration of abill of sale, ontheground that 
there was no commissioner in existence named ‘*‘ Edward 
B.,” by whom it purported to be signed, it was explained 
on the further hearing, on the 23rd inst., that it was a 
clerical omission on the part of a person in the Bill of 
Sale Office. The signature was originally written in full, 
and the objection was met by the production of a 
corrected office copy. 


In the recent cases of Lucas v. Cooke, before Mr. 
Justice Wry (28 W. R. 439), and Dicks v. Brooks, 
before the Court of Appeal, it was held that in an 
action for infringement of copyright in an engraving 
taken from a painting, the burden lay upon the plaintiff 
of proving that the picture, of which complaint was 
made, was in fact pirated from the engraving of which 
the plaintiff was the owner, and was not taken from the 
original painting or from an engraving made by a differ- 
ent artist. The Tribunal of Commerce of the French 
Department of the Seine has just decided in the same 
way in an action brought against a French firm of 
publishers, who had brought out one of the well-known 
tales of M. Jules Verne—L'Ile Mystérieuse—and had 
assigned to the plaintiffs the right of translation into 
and publication in Spanish, with the original plates. 
The plaintiffs, failing to show any exclusive assignment 
to them of the right of publication, fell back upon an 
allegation that the engravings embellisbing the Spanish 
edition complained of were furnished by the defendants to 
the publishers of that edition ; but the plaintiffs failed to 
discharge the burden of proof which the court held to 
rest upon them in this respect, or to show either that the 
eugravings were taken from the original blocks, or had 
been supplied by the defendants, and they consequently 
failed. It would be rathef too much if, in cases of 
alleged infringement of artistic copyright the plaintiff 
were to be entitled to assume in his own favour the fact 
ot infringement on which the case principally turned. 





FLANS ANNEXED TO PARTICULARS OF 
SALE. 


Tue lesson of the recent case of In re Arnold, Arnold 
v. Arnold (28 W. R. 635) is that vendors’ solicitors 
should look very carefully to the plans which are some- 
times annexed to the of sale. “In con- 
sidering what the particulars of sale are,” said Baggallay, 
L.J., “it is, in my opinion, impossible to exclude the 
plan which is attached to them, and which, as every- 
body knows, purchasers are as much guided by as by the 
printed portions of the particulars.” This is, of course, 
no new doctrine. In Weston v. Bird (2°W. R. 145), the 
particulars of a house were accompanied by a plan which 
contained an outline of a piece of common in the 
occupation of the vendor. The particulars did not, in 
any way, refer to this piece of common; buat the 
defendant, who purchased under these 
alleged that he had been led by the plan to suppose that 
the piece of common was included in the purchase. 
Vice-Chancellor Kindersley declined to enforce specific 
performance. ‘“‘ A. prudent and a cautious man,” he 
said, ‘“‘entertaining a doubt, would have inquired 
further ” ; but it was impossible to say that the particu- 
lars and conditions “ representing the thing to be sold 
to the public, might not lead persons to the conclusion 
that the strip of land was comprised” in the sale, 
“ although it was probable that some might not think 
80.”” 
In this case there was an actual representation on the 
plan of certain land as being part of the premises to be 
sold. Buta plan may also mislead by omission. Thus 
in Denny v. Hancock (19 W. BR. 54, L. R. 6 Ch. 1), the 
plan annexed to particulars of sale of a house and 
grounds showed at the western side a strip of ground 
covered with shrubs or trees, but did not show three 
large olm trees which constituted a material element in 
the value of the property as a residence. The intending 
purchaser went to look at the property, with the plan in 
his hand, and found oz the western side a belt of shrubs 
bounded on the west by an iron fence and including the 
three trees. After he had bought the property he dis- 
covered that the real boundary was not the iron fence, 
but a row of stumps which were concealed in the shrub- 
The court held that the plan was calculated to 

deceive the purchaser, and refused to enforce 
performance. According to Lord Justice Mellish, in his 
judgment in this case, where there is on the property to 
be sold an apparent visible boundary distinct from an 
almost invisible real boundary, it is necessary to show 
on the plan the relative situations of the real and 
apparent boundaries. 

In Boscomb v. Beckwith (L. R. 8 Eq. 100), upon 
the plan annexed to particulars of sale the different 
lots were coloured, and the land belonging to adjoin- 





was left uncoloured, but was not marked with his name, 
The estate was sold subject to conditions providing that 
no public-house should be built and no trade carried on 
upon the property. The late Master of the Rolls refused 
to compel a purchaser of one of the plots to complete his 
purchase unless the vendor would enter into restrictive 
covenants as to the excepted piece of land. “ Another 
circumstance,” he said, “which has great weight with 
me is the fact that in the plan nothing in the shape of 
colour, or of the neme of the proprietor, appears on this 
unsold plot to mark that it was part of the estate be- 
longing to the vendor. [The auctioneers] state that 
is a frequent occurrence to reserve a few pl 
sale of a building estate, in order that they 
from the building covenants, and that it is 
practice of surveyors to mark the name of 
every piece reserved fromasale. Strictly 

I have no doubt of the truth of this evidence, 
no evidence before me, nor do I remember ever 
seen a case establishing the practice, that wi 
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wendor professes to print the names of the adjoining 
proprietors, he omits to. print his own name on an ad- 
ar pt, or to — out by the colour that it covers 
é ‘of ‘the estate belon, to the vendor, though not 
‘included in thesale.” ”~ Pog 

Now in all these cases, it will be observed that if the 
purchaser, in the exercise of ordinary prudence, had asked 
@ question or two he would have avoided all ‘misappre- 
hension. But the court, in considering whether ‘it will 
enforce specific performance, does not consider whether 
the plan ‘is likely to deceive a cautious 3 if it 
is calculated to mislead any purchaser, the court will 
withhold its assistance. 

In Jn re Arnold, in the court below, the present Mas- 
ter of the Rolls seems to have dissented from this view. 
According to the particulars one of the parcels of a farm, 
No. 490a., contained about four acres, but a plan was 
annexed to the particulars, upon which 490a.,as coloured, 
appeared to contain about seven acres. As a matter of 
fact the vendor was only entitled to four undivided 
sevenths of 490a. The Master of the Rolls said there 
had been a mistake in the particulars, “a mistake which 
ought not to have misled a careful or prudent purchaser. 
» » » Avery careful purchaser would havesaid,‘I amgetting 
onlyfouracresoutof Bottlesey Green, 490a., which contains 
seven ‘acres, and he would say, How am I only to get four 
acres? . . . Then hewould have been told, We do not sell 
you any four acres, but four undivided sevenths; you 
‘will get four acres on partition. That is the only mistake 
in the particulars.” In other words, according to the 
Master of the Rolls, a purchaser ought to be put on his 
inquiry by such a difference between the particulars and 
the plan. But the Court of Appeal promptly disavowed 
this doctrine. Lord Justice James said that if a man 
makes a thing calculated to mislead, it is not well for him 
to say, If you had been very careful, you would have 
found out the blunder. If the vendor did not mean to 
deceive, he must have overlooked the inconsistency between 
‘the plan and the particulars, although he or his agents 

and corrected these documents ; how then could 
he say to the purchaser, “ You ought to have found out for 
us the very blunder which we never found out for our- 
selves”? And Lord Justice Bramwell laid it down 
distinctly that ‘‘it would be monstrous to make Mr. 
Borrett (the purchaser) take this estate without giving 
him the whole of 490a.”—i.e., the ‘whole seven acres as 
‘shown onthe plan. This seems to mean that if there 
isa plan annexed to the particulars, and differing from 
them, the purchaser may, if he chooses, shut his eyes to 
the particulars and rely upon the plan. 

It is reasonable that a vendor of land in lots for the 
purpose of building who accompanies his particulars and 
conditions with a map showing the intended division of 
the property by new roads, should be held to thereby 
represent that the lots, if sold and divided at all, will beso 
divided ; and it will not be competent for him to divide the 
land in a different manner 60 as to attract an occupancy 
mo oe from that which would have been 

u y acting on the plan annexed to the particu- 
lars (Peacock v. Penson, 11 Beav. 355). But the mere 
indication on the sale plan of intended reads on adjacent 
land will not bind the vendor to make such roads (Heriot’s 
Hospital v. Gibson, 2 Dow. 301; Squire v. Campbell, 1 
My. .& Cr. 459; Nursev. Lord Seymour, 13 Beav. 269); 
nor ean the purchaser under particulars having such a 
plan annexed, claim a right of way over such roads, 
except over the road adjoining his lot, and thence 
directly to the nearest highway (Randall v. Hill, 4 De 
G. & 8. 343). 

Where a sale plan accurately delineates the property, 
it is merely tantamount to a view of the property ; hence, 
if it correctly appears upon the plan that one lot is sup- 
plied with water by a drain ieading from a well in 
another lot, the plan will not be held to amount to an 
engagement by the vendor that a right to water shall be 
reserved in the conveyance of the lot.on which the well 

desituate (Forster v. Turner, 6 Jur. 144). 








A MAN AND HIS NAME. 
IV. 


Amone the rights which a man has in respect of his 
name, not the least is the right to use it as describing 
his business, or indicating the produce of his mann. 
facturing industry and ability; and the mere fact that 
that there is another manufacturer of the same name 
before him in the market does not deprive him 
of the right so to use his name (see Burgess vy, 
Burgess, 3 De G. M. & G. 896; Ainsworth vy. 
Walmsley, 14 W. R. 363, L. R. 1 Eq. 518). But the 
limitation must not be forgotten—viz., that the second 
person to use the name must not use his name with such 
additions or in such a manner as to cause his business or 
goods to be mistaken for another’s. ‘‘ Where a person,” 


says Lord Justice Turner, in Burgess v. Burgess, “is | 


selling goofs under a particular name, and another 
person, not having that name, is using it, it may be 
presumed that he so uses it to represent the goods 
sold by himself as the goods of the person whose 
name he uses; but where the defendant sells goods 
under his own name, and it happens that the plain- 
tiff has the same name, it does not follow that the 
defendant is selling his goods as the goods of the plain- 
tiff. It is a question of evidence in each case whether 
there is false representation or not.” From this it 
follows that a person whose name is the same as that of 
a well-known manufacturer has an advantage in 
this respect, that the mere fact of his using the well- 
known name is not of itself sufficient to convict him of 
fraud. There must be something more; the burden of 
proof is shifted on to the plaintiff, and he must show 
that intention to deceive which otherwise would pro- 
bably be presumed. However, from the principle of 
the decision in Orr Ewing v. Johnston (27 W. R. 575, 
28 1b. 330, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 434), it appears that, if the 
use of the name is of itself calculated to produce decep- 
tion, the second person to use the name would act wisely 
in taking active steps to remove the probability of decep- 
tion, and should not be content with merely refraining 
from actually fraudulent conduct. At all events, “it isa 
question of evidence in each case whether there is false 
representation or not,” and wherever there is a resem- 
blance in the manner in which the two manufacturers 
use the name, though not.an absolute identity, ‘the 
observations of Lord Hatherley in Taylor v. Taylor (2 


Eq. Rep. 290) clearly indicate the course which the — 


court will take. ‘In every case,” he says, ‘‘the court 
must ascertain whether the differences are made bond 
fide in order to distinguish the one article from the 
other, whether the resemblances and the differences are 
such as naturally arise from the necessity of the case, 
or whether, on the other hand, the differences are 
simply colourable, and the resemblances are such as are 
obviously intended to deceive the purchaser of the one 
article into the belief of its being the manufacture of 
another person. Resemblance is a circumstance whichit 
is of primary importance for the court to.consider, be- 
cause if the court finds, as it almost invariably does 
find in such cases as this, that there is‘no reason for the 
resemblance, except for the purpose of misleading, it 
will infer that the resemblance is adopted for the pur- 
pose of misleading.” 

Acting in accordance with the law here laid down, an 
injunction was grantedin Rodgers v. Nowill (5 0. B. 
109, 6 Hare, 325)—‘‘ Rodgers’ cutlery ’—to restrain the 
use of a name which the defendants claimed as their own 
firm name, a jury having found that they had acted with 
the intention and result of deception ; and a defendant, 
who afterwards:committed a breach of the injunction, 
was ordered to be committed unless he a mark 
approved by the court witliin a week (3 De G. M. & G. 
614). So, in Holloway v. Holloway (13 Beav. 209)— 
a. s pills ’’—-Lord Langdale restrained ‘the de- 
fendant from using his name upon pills and ointment #0 











rw ort ey S&S 


FF eS we eS we SS aS ree Oe eS Ce 


oS: a 





July 3, 1880." 





SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 667 








-as to cause them to be mistaken for the plaintiff's, his 
brother's, pills and ointment, and his lordship observed 
—‘‘The defendant’s name being Holloway, he has 3 
right to constitute himself a vendor of Holloway’s pills 
and ointment, and I do not intend to say anything 
tending to abridge any such right. But he has no right 
to do so with such additions to his own name as to 
deceive the public, and make them believe that he is 
selling the plaintiff's pills and ointment.” So, in Taylor 
y. Taylor—*Taylor’s thread”; Clark vy. Clark (25 
Barb. S. ©. 76)—‘‘ Clark's thread”—the injunction 
being limited to such user of the name as should be cal- 
culated to produce deception : Stonebraker v. Stonebraker 
433 Md. 252)—‘Stonebraker’s medicines”; James v. 
dames (20 W.R. 434, L. R. 13 Eq. 441)—*“ James’ horse- 
blisters ’—where the defendant was restrained from sign- 
ing his name “‘ Robert James,” and.compelled to use his 
full name, Robert Joseph James, ‘‘ Robert James,” 
‘having been the name of the original inventor of the 
article under whom the plaintiffs claimed: Holmes, 
Booth, & Hayden v. Holmes, Booth, & Atwood Manu- 
Jacturing Company (9 Amer. Rep. 324), where the two 
leading members of the plaintiffs’ firm had left it and used 
their name again in the formationof a rival concern; andin 
Gouraud v. Trust (10 N. Y. Sup. Ct. 627), the defendants 
mere restrained from making use of a name which their 
dather had assumed (they not having themselves changed 
their.original name),.in such a way as to profit by the 
weputation which the father had acquired under his new 
mame. Moreover, the fraudulent use of a man’s own 


“name has beén held to render the person using it crimi- 


nally responsible for obtaining money by false pretences, 
(BR. v. Dundas, 6 Cox. 380—“‘ Everett's blacking”’). 

On the other hand, the court has refused to restrain 
persons from tho use of their own names in Burgess v. Bur- 
gess (3 De G. M. & G. 896)—“ Burgess’ anchovy sauce”’; 
Cometock v. White (18 How. Pr. 421)—* A. J. White & 
Oo.’s pills”; Ainsworth v. Walmsley(14W. R. 353, L. R. 1 
Eq. 518)—“ Ainsworth’s thread”; Faber v. Faber (49 
‘Barb. 8. 0.857) —“ Faber’s lead pencils”; Meneely v. Me- 
neely (62 N. Y.427)—“‘ Meneely’s bells”; Decker v. Decker 
452 How. Pr. 218)—*‘ Decker pianos”; Gillman v. Hunne- 
qwell.(122 Mass, 139)—“ Hunnewell’s medicine ” ; Prince 
Metallic Paint Company v. Carbon Metallic Paint 
Company (N. Y. Sup. Ct. 1877)—‘ Prince's paint” ; 
and in Dence v. Mason (Jan. 25, .1877), Vice-Chancel- 
Jor Malins held that, during the continuance of a part- 
nership between two persons named Mason and Brand, it 
was impossible to prohibit the use of the latter’s name 
in the business, which was carried on as ‘‘ Mason and 
Brand,” but that after he had quitted the firm, the re- 
maining partner had not the right to use his, Brand’s, 
name so as to deceive. And.see McLean v. Fleming (96 
U.S. Rep. 246), and Binninger v. Wattles (28 How. Pr. 
206). 


The question is, of course, much simplified when the 
defendant has contracted not to use the name, and the 
injunction will be granted with much less difficulty, as 
in Ainsworth v. Bentley (14 W. R. 630), where the 
defendant had covenanted not to publish another peri- 
odical of like nature with Bentley’s Miscellany, which he 
had sold, and then published a new magazine with his 
mame onthe cover, and Gillis v. Hall (7 Phila. 422), 
‘where a person who had .sold his interest in the firm of 
“R. P, Hall &Co.,” and in a secret preparation known 
as ‘ Hall’s Vegetable Sicilian Hair Renewer,” covenant- 
ing not to use his name in a similar business, began 
‘to do so, and was restrained by injunction, which he 
afterwards ed, and was thereupon attached for 
contempt (8 Phila. 231). It is not, indeed, necessary 


_ for there to be an express covenant not to use the name 


‘when a business is being sold with the goodwill, for 
“when you are parting with the goodwill of a business 
‘you mean to part:with all -that.good disposition which 
customers entertain towards the house of business identi- 
fied by the particular name or firm, which may induce 
them to continue giving their custom to it, as was 








said by Lord Hatherley in Churfon v. Douglas (7 W. R. 
365, Johns. 174), (and see Levy v. ‘Walker, L. R. 10 
Oh. D. 436). In Churton v. Douglas, the principal 
partner in the firm of “John Douglas & Oo.” sold his 
interest in the business and goodwill to his partners, and 
then set up in the neighbourhood as “John Douglas & 
Co.” In other ways, also, he represented himself to be 
carrying on the old business, and an injunction was 
granted to restrain him from so doing. It will be 
observed that the fact thatthe defendant added “ & Co.” 
after his own name in commencing his new business 
weighed heavily against him as evidence of fraudulent 
iatention, and the unnecessary adoption of these words 
will always form an element in the case adverse to the 
defendant's assertion of bona fides. In Pullwood v. 
Fullwood (1) (W. N. 1873, pp. 93, 185),where an injunc- 
tion was granted, this addition had been made to the 
name; soin Fullwood v. Fullwood (2) (26 W. R.435, L. R. 
9 Ch. D. 176); andin Devlin v. Devlin (69 N. Y. 212). 
In Bond v. Milbourn (20 W. R. 197) no relief appears 
to have been prayed in this respect, and in Comstock y. 
White (18 How. Pr. 421) there were several defendants 
trading as ‘‘A. J. White & Co.,” and as one of them 
was named A. J. White, the name of the firm was not 
interfered with. 

Where the sale of a business and goodwill was effected, 
not by the proprietor himself, but by his assignee or 
trustee in bankruptcy, it was thought by a judge of the 
Supreme Court of New York, in Helmbold v. Helmbold 
Manufacturing Company (53 How. Pr. 453), that the 
result was different from what it would have been had 
the sale been by the owner of the name himself, and 
that the assignee or trustee in bankruptcy could not de- 
prive the owner of the right to use his own name so as 
to entitle the purchaser from -the representative in 
bankruptcy to restrain the man by injunction from using 
his own name in connection with a new business. 
Having regard, however, to the case of Bury v. Bedford 
(12 W. R. 726,4 De G. J. & 8. 352), it hardly seems 
that this decision can be supported, and there does 
not, indeed, seem to be any adequate reason for the 
distinction. 

Sometimes it is a company which has used as a 
principal feature in its trade-name the name of which 
complaint is made, and which the company has derived 
from one of its principal members; but it seems clear 
that the company can at all events assert no better right 
in the name than could have been asserted therein by 
the person from whom they derived it, and even that 
the company’s rights therein may be inferior to his, for 
there was no natural necessity for the company to be 
originated under that particular name: Massam v. 
Thorley's Cattle Food Company (ante, p. 505) ; McGowan 
Brothers’ Pump Machine Company v. McGowan (2 Cinc. 
813); Holmes, Booth, & Haydens v. Holmes, Booth, & 
Atwood Manufacturing Company (9 Amer. Rep. 324). 





We are requested to state that Mr. Quinn’s examina- 
tion of the equity classes at the Law Institution will be 
held in the Examination Hall on Monday, the 5th of 
July next. Subscribers to the equity classes are at 
liberty to attend. The examination will commence at 
eleven a.m. and close at two o’clock p.m. 

It was stated recently, says the Times, in the Lewiston 
Journal, that Mr, A. Gibbs, a laaye at Rochester, New 
York, niaety-three years old, is still in ice. A reader 
of that journal cut out the paragraph and sent it in a letter 
of inquiry directed to Mr. Gibbs, and received an answer, 
dated the 19th of May, in which the writer says :—“I am 
the person named in ‘the printed slip.’ I never sought 
notoriety, but it seems my longevity is likely to give me 
more than my good deeds. “p, Pereaggy: greskegicwe rey 
time of my life, for tI w. L was slender wu 
thirty. I have been a close student and kept up with 
decisions of our courts, done a good amount of 
never was rich. My-present patronage is select. Fi 
youth I have entertainod-a fouduess for the profession, 
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Recent Bectstans. 


DELUSIONS AS AFFECTING TESTA- 
MENTARY CAPACITY. 


(Smee v. Smee, Prob.D., 28 W. R. 703.) 


In his summing up to the jury in this case Sir James 
Hannen purported to adopt the rule which he took part 
in laying down in the judgment in Banks v. Goodfellow 
(L. R. 5 Q. B. 549), that delusions and hallucinations 
not connected with the subject-matter of a will do not 
invalidate it. The same rule was laid down by Sir J. 
Nicholl in Dew v. Clark (3 Addams, 79), but was subse- 
quently dissented from by the Privy Councilin Waring v. 
Waring (6 Moore P. C. 349); and in Smith v. Tebbit 
(15 W. R. 562, L. R.1 P. & D. 398), Lord Penzance 
held that mental disease invalidated a will, although “ the 
particular subjects upon which the disease is manifested 
have no connection whatever with the testamentary dis- 
position before the court.” 

It has always appeared to us that neither of these 
views can be accepted without reservation. On the one 
hand it seems absurd to hold (as was held in a case 
before the Prerogative Court) that a delusion which took 
the form of keeping fourteen dogs in kennels in a draw- 
ing-room destroyed the testamentary capacity of a 
testatrix; and on the other hand it is impossible to deny 
that delusions are often indications of insanity 
extending beyond the particular subjects on which 
they have manifested themselves. The fact is, as 
was admitted in the judgment in Banks v. Good- 
fellow, that, ‘where delusions exist which have no 
foundation in reality, and spring only from a dis~ 
eased and morbid condition of the mind, to that extent 
the mind must necessarily be taken to be unsound”; 
and the question in these cases appears to be not merely 
did the delusions relate to the subject-matter of the will, 
but was the testator so far under the influence of mental 
disease as to be “‘ incapable of considering the matters 
which should be weighed and taken into account in 
making a will?” 

In the recent case Sir James Hannen, while, as we 
have said, purporting to re-affirm the rule in Banks v. 
Goodfellow, appears to have adopted the above view. 
“Tf the delusions,’ he said, “could not reasonably be 
conceived to have had anything to do with the testator’s 

wer of considering the claims of his relations upon 

im, and the snanner in which he should dispose of his 
property, the presence of a particular delusion would not 
incapacitate him from making a will.’ The dispositions 
in one of the wills before the court were, in the opinion 
of the court, unconnected with the testator’s delusions; 
and as to this will, the learned judge remarked that 
“ the capacity required in a testator is that he should be 
able rationally to consider the claims of all who are 
related to him, and who, according to the ordinary 
feelings of mankind, are supposed to have some claim to 
his consideration when dealing with his property as it is 
to be disposed of after his death. It is not sufficient 
that the will might, on the face of it, be considered a 
rational will; you must go below the surface and con- 
sider whether the testator was in such a state of mind 
that he could rationally take into consideration, not 
merely the amount and nature of his property, but also 
the interests of those who had claims upon him by 

relationship or otherwise.’ It will be seen 
that this is not very difficult from the doctrine laid down 
by Lord Penzance in Smith v. Tebbit. 





The Lord Chancellor has 9 Mr. Thomas Lovell 
(ch»mber clerk to Mr. Justice Lindley) one of the permanent 
rae? De antes) Otee Claamans ant Gear Beant 
ustice; and Mr. Willi 


of J 
Stewart bas been appointed by Mr. Justice 


Lindley to suc- 
coed Mr. Lovell as chamber clerk. 
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Rebhtews. 


FRENCH COMMERCIAL LAW. 


Toe Frencn Oope or Commerce anp Most Usvaz,. 
Commerciat Laws, &c. By Lzorpotp Gorranp, Licencié- 
en Droit, Avoué au Tribunal Civil du Department de 
la Seine. Stevens & Sons. 


M. Goirand’s object is to afford to English lawyers. 
and commercial men a practical treatise on French com- 
mercial law. He deals with the subject in a commentary, 
followed by a literal translation of the Code of Oom- 
merce and the subsequent commercial laws. Prefixed’ 
to the commentary is an interesting account of judicial’ 
organization in France, and the practice before the- 
Tribunals of Commerce. These courts, which have ex-- 
clusive jurisdiction in commercial suits, are composed of 
judges nominated by “a meeting of electors chosen from. 
amongst traders, directors of Sociétés Anonymes, 
financial and industrial companies, and stock brokers,’”” 
and these judges adjudicate finally and without appeal 
in all cases where the amount in dispute is less than. 
£60. The subjects of bankruptcy, companies, and bills- 
of exchange are very fully treated of in the commentary,. 
which also includes the heads of Stockbrokers, Cheques, 
Loans and Pledges, Maritime Law, Common Carriers,. 
Trade-marks, Patents, and several other subjects cone 
nected with commercial law. The chapter on the- 
execution in France of judgments rendered by foreign 
tribunals contains, within a short compass, a useful 
summary of the proceedings to be taken in order to- 
render executory by the medium of the French courts & 
judgment recovered abroad. 





COMMON LAW. 


Prmcirtes or THE Common Law. An ELEMENTARY 
Worx Intrenpep ror rae Use or Srupenrs AND 
Tue Proression. By Joun Inpexmavur, Solicitor, 
Seconp Eprtion, Stevens & Haynes. 


Mr. Indermaur has added to this new edition of his | 
useful elementary treatise many recent cases and enact. 


ments. With regard to the cases the difficulty in a book: 
of this kind always lies in including all the important: 


decisions, while not overloading the work. Mr, 


Indermaur has avoided the latter fault. and has not 


very often lost sight of new points of importance. With 


reference to Bovill’s Act, however (p. 116), a statement 
should have been given of the principles laid down in 
the judgments in the cases of Pooley v. Driver (25 W.R. 


164) and Ea parte Delhasse (26 W. R. 341), as pointing 
attention to the meaning of the words in the Act “the 
advance of money by way of loan.” The index to the 
book has been enlarged and now constitutes almost am 


analysis of the different heads. 


PROCEEDINGS IN AN ACTION. 


Tie PRoceepIncs IN AN ACTION IN THE QUEEN'S ae 
Common Pieas, AND Excuzquer Divisions OF THE 
Cocrr or Justicz. By Samvet Prentice, Esq., Q.0- 
Srconp Epirion. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Prentice has carefully noted up the cases which 
have been decided since his first edition appeared, and 
his book now constitutes a very readable and practical — 


manual of the practice relating to the Common Law 


Divisions. We'do not know, for instance, where the stu- 


dent will find a better concise introduction to the 
for the recovery of land than in chapter 30. 
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General Correspondence. 


THE LEASES BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—As I have taken part in the discussion of the 
{Leases Bill, I wish to make one or two remarks on your 
article of last week. 

First, I entirely concur with you that Mr. Warton’s 
Pill should be amended, and several of the provisions of 
ford Cairns’ Bill be adopted. I consider it distinctly 
wrong that the lessor, having a right, should bear the 
‘burden of an application for leave to enforce it, as in 
Mr. Warton’s Bill ; the lessee seeking relief should apply 
for it, and get it if entitled. 

There are cases where summary enforcement of rights 
is so important to a lessor that I do not like Lord 
airns’ clause requiring previous notice. Suppose the 
«ase of a mine where workings are neglected, or a 
tavern where a licence may be forfeited (and many other 
«eases may be suggested), and you will, I think, agree 
with me that the clause might do harm. I had a case 
two months ago where possession at the earliest pos- 
sible date was essential to secure a crop from a large 


The truth is the proposed measure will not work any 


‘ wiolent alteration; the vast majority of lessees and 


Jessors fairly fulfil their engagements, and when need- 
ful make mutual concessions; and for them nothing is 
necessary : for others, short and sharp powers of enforc- 
‘ing rights or obtaining relief are desirable, and the sooner 
they get their disputes disposed of by the court the 
better for the one in the right. 

With regard to leases at a rack rent there is much to 
‘be said, but I venture to differ from you, and, on the 
whole, am of opinion that power to relieve would be 
eneficial. Apart from other considerations, often, 
wing to change in value or outlay by the tenant, a lease 
¢riginally granted at a rack rent becomes valuable ; and 
da any case, substantial, not literal, fulfilment of the 
‘bargain is the real intention of the parties, and this the 
eourt can secure, or refuse relief. 

I notice that Lord Cairns’ Bill excludes from its 


— clauses prohibiting assignment without licence. . 


is the very clause I want the court to deal with, 
dor it is used the most oppressively. 

I for a lessee always fight against it and, if I can’t get 
it omitted, qualify it as much as possible. I have known 
many fines demanded for licence. For instance, a 
lessor who had approved a sub-tenant for a part of a 
house in the City (both lessee and sub-tenant being 
wealthy and desirable tenants) on the sub-tenancy being 
~ontinued for a short period, extorted a large payment, 
— is about to repeat the process on a further exten- 


‘Such demands are a great abuse of the clause. The 
excuse alleged for insisting on its insertion is that the 
lessor only wants to secure satisfactory occupants of his 
premises ; but when change of plans, death, or other 
<ircumstances, render necessary the transfer or under- 
letting of the premises, bad landlords (and I have 
nothing to say as regards others) use their powers most 
anjustly, and for far different purposes to what were 
originally supposed. I think the court should have 
pewer to prevent their doing so. 

T enclose for your consideration a sketch uniting parts 
of the two Bills with alterations, which seems to me 
preferable to either separately. 

‘I, Walbrook, E.C., June 28, 


{The following is the Bill referred to by our corres- 
pondent :— 


A Br ro Amenp tux Law retatine TO Leasss. 
(Adapted from Lord Cairns’ Bill). 
Where a lessor is proceeding by action or otherwise 
to enforce a right of re-entry or forfeiture under any 


Joserx ADDISON. 





provixo or stipulation in any lease for the breach of any 
covenint-r condition in the lease, or within two calendar 
monti. :after any actual re-entry made without action 
broug»t, the lessee may, in the lessor’s action, if any, or 
in any action brought by himself, apply to the court for 
relief, and the court may grant or refuse relief as the 
court having regard to the proceedings and conduct of 
the parties, and to all the other circumstances, thinks fit, 
and in case of relief may grant it on such terms, if any, 
as to costs, expenses, damages, compensation, penalty, 
or other matters relative to the breach, or to any sub- 
sequent like or other breach, as the court in the circum- 
stances of each case thinks fit. 

Here follow sub-sections 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9 of section 
18 of Lord Cairns’ Bill. 

Here follow sections 4 and 6 of Mr. Warton’s Bill.] 





ARTICLED CLERKS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—As-Mr. Dodd has sought the support of your 
readers for the proposals he is about to make, having 
for their end the .establishment of ischolarships and 
prizes to be competed for at the preliminary and intere 
mediate examinations of the Incorporated Law Society, 
I hope you will permit me to protest against the adop- 
tion of any such scheme. 

The indifference to, intellectual training which pre- 
vailed half a century and more ago has been succeeded 
by a reaction which is tending to carry us in a wrong 
direction. England is examination mad, and no pursuit 
or study is considered of much value unless if lead to 
results capable of being tested by examination. Habits 
of careful observation and thought, the formation of a 
decided character, knowledge of men and of the world, 
are all subordinated in the training of youth to a 
cram of matter in order to produce marks or honours at 
an examination. In fact, for the ills which may afflict 
every sort and condition of men, for the peer as well as 
for the peasant, for men whose future is to be the 
senate, as for those who are destined for the counter or 
counting-house, for such as are to adorn the pulpit, 
and for those who will follow the plough, there is one 
universal panacea—Examine, examine, examine. 

And, Sir, I am afraid that the duties of the Incor- 
porated Law Society in reference to the examinations of 
articled clerks may be lost sight of in these days. Has 
the preliminary examination any other object than to 
ascertain that articled clerks have been so instructed as 
to be on a level, so far as education is concerned, with 
middle-class youth of average education? . Is it any 
part of the business of the society to compete with the 
universities, or to supersede the local examinations con- 
ducted under the general eupervision of the university 
authorities ? 

The object of the intermediate examination again is, 
as I have always understood, to induce articled clerks to 
acquire a certain amount of knowledge, and to get 
through a certain amount of reading, during the first 
portion of their articles, and not to encourage them to 
cram themselves to the neglect of everything else. 

I am quite willing to admit that the balance of ad- 
vantage may be in favour of a searching final examina- 
tion, and, as part of it, of special honour papers and 

; but the system is not without its drawbacks. 
Important as it doubtless is that members of our branch 
of the profession should have a knowledge of the prin- 
ciples and technicalities of the law, yet this is by no 
means all that a practising solicitor requires: I doubt, 
indeed, if it be the most important part of professional 


training. 


Thorough habits of business, knowledge of men, a 
power of calculating probabilities and weighing evidence 
which is best included in the term judgment—method, 
resource, and many other qualities, are of even more 
im ce. In the days when I served my articles, 
articled clerks really did much of the work of an office, 
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atid were clerks rather than: pupils ; and‘ I believe that: 
they learnt more‘of the practice of the ession, that 
they acquired habits of thought and reliance, that they 
were, in short, better trained than they can be ‘under a 
system which results in the whole efforts of an articled 
clerk being concentrated upon reading for his examina- 
tion, and three-fourths of his time being wasted in cram- 
ming, with the aid of an advertising professional coach, 
a mass of casé law which he cannot’ digest or assimilate, 
much less apply or turn to any practical use. A man may 
continue his reading after he is in practice, but seldom 
or’never after the days of his pupilage will he acquire 
those habits of mind which are of so much importance 
to him. 

I am very far from objecting to proper examinations: 
no one is more conscious than I am of the importance of 
some test being insisted on to insure the exclusion from 
the profession of ignorant and incompetent persons: but 
what I do urge is that the Incorporated Law Society 
should carefully avoid. a system that may result.in all 
the rewards and honours being obtained by men who 
have a great capacity for cram and nothing else. What 
is wanted in a practising solicitor is not the erudition of 
a university don, but rather the parts of a man of the 
world, H. 








Cases of the Weck. 


Mortcace—ATTORNMENT CLAUsE—Excessive RENT— 
Banxrurtcy or Morreacor—Fravud on Banxrurpr Law 
—Banxkrvptcy Act, 1869, s. 34.—In a case of Ez parte 
Jackson, before the Court of Appeal on the 25th ult., the 
question arose whether an attornment clause in a mort- 
gege deed was valid as against the trustee in the liquida- 
tion of the mortgagor. The mortgage was given by a 
trader to his bankers to secure the balance of his current 
account. It contained a clause by which the mortgagor 
attorned tenant to the mortgagees of that part of 
the mortgaged property which was in his possession 
as tenant from year to year, at an annual rert of 
£8,000, payable in advance, the tenancy to be deter- 
mined by. the mortgagees at one week’s notice, unless the 
rent for the current year should be fally paid before the 
giving of such notice. All rent which might be paid or 
recovered under or by virtue of the attornment was to be 
applicable in or towards payment or satisfaction of the 
principal and interest seoured by the mortgage, and avy 
surplus was'to be accounted for to the mortgagor. The 
deed also contained an assignment by the mortgagor to 
the of the stock-in-trade and other chattels 
belonging to ‘him either then or at any time during the 
continuance of the security. The deed was not registered 
as a billofsale. It was stamped to cover'an advance of 
£8,000. It was executed in February, 1877. On the 30th 
of May, 1879, the bankers distrained upon the 
which was in the occupation of the mortgagor for £6,530, 
as for part of one year’s rent due under the attornment, 
that being the amount of the balance which was then due 
to them from the mortgagor. On the 3rd of June he filed 
@ liquidation petition: The trustee in the liquidation 
claimed the chattels which had been seized under the dis- 
tress, on the and that the attornment clanse was 
invalid against him. There was evidence that that part of 
the mortgaged property which was in’ the mortgagor's 
possession was assessed for the pour rate ab the gross 
atnual value of £140. Bacon, C.J., was of opinion that 
the case’ was governed by the decision of the’ Court of 
Appeal in In re The Stockton Iron Furnace Company 
(27 W. R, 438, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 385), and held that the 
benkers were entitled toretain their distress (28 W. R. 528). 
Tbe Court of Appeal (BaccatLay, Corron, and THEsicEr, 
L,JJ.) reversed the decision of the Chief Judge, and 
belj that the amount of the rent fixed was so excessive as 
to show that it could not have been intended to create a 
real or to provide for the payment of a real rent, 
but that the whole thing was a mere device to evade the 
Bills of Sale Act, and to enable the mortgagees when the 
occasion should arise to lay their hands upon chattels of 
mivch more value than the rest of their security. Bac- 


GALLAY, L.J., said that attornment clauses were originally 
introdaced into deeds in cases’ when the mort- 
gagor was in the occupation of the mortgaged property, the 
intention being to give the mortgagee the same benefit as he- 
would have had if the property had been in the occupation 
of a third party—i.c:, the benefit of a fair and reasonable 
rent for the property. And his lordship thought that that 
was what a fair and proper attornmont clause should pro-. 
vide for—not necessarily the exact value of the j 
but what a willing tenant might be ready to pay for ity. 
If the sum reserved as rent was excessive sad ’unreason- 
able; it was not really rent. The Chief Judge ‘was veryy 
much infloenced by the decision of the Court of Appeal in® 
In re The Stockton Iron Furnace Company. But in that-case- 
the judges came to the conclusion that the rent reserved by - 
the attornment clause was not excessive or unreasonable; - 
If they had been of opinion that it was, his lordship. 
thought it was clear that their decision would have beeu © 
the other way. He thought that the principle of Er parte 
Williams (26 W. R. 274, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 138)° 
exactly applied to the present cate. In "4 
v. Woods (17 W. R. 414 L. R. 4 Q Bo 2983p 
there was no suggestion that the rent reserved’ was? 
not a reasonable and proper one, and the décision was’ 
nothing more than that effect would be given to a‘proper’ 
attornment clause'as ‘against the trustee in bankruptcy of" 
the mortgagor. Corron, L.J., said that a mortgagor and: 
mortgagee bad undoubtedly a right to insert such a clause” 
in their mortgage deed, and thus to constitute’ he: relation. 
of tenant and landlord between themselves, and’ when ‘it. 
wae real tenancy, not a mere sham, @ distress could be: 
levied for the rent. A mortgagee had a right to turn hig. 
mortgagor out of possession of the property, whether he 
was in possession himself or by his tenant. There was. 
nothing approaching toa fraud on the bankrupt law in” 
making such a stipulation in a mortgage deed, and the cours 
would not inquire too striotly whether the rent reserved was: 
too large. But when the question was whether the contract . 
to create the relation of landlord and tenant was real or 
fictitious, the amount of the rent reserved was a very material’ 
matter. Ifthe rent was more than enough to cover the? 
interest on the mortgage debt, the mortgagee, if he received: 
it, must apply it in reduction of the principal, and a stipulas~ 
tion that the rent should be applied in payment of principal’ 
as well as interest would not avoid a contract for a real” 
rent. In the present case the rent reserved was so large’ 
that, if the power of distress was exercised for a year’s rent, 
the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee between the parties _ 
would be brought entirely to an end by payment of the 
whole amount secured by the deed. Coul 
posed that the clause was really intended to provide that t 
mortgagor should remain in possession of the proporty, giv- 


ing the mortgagee’a fair return for it ? Moreover, but for’ — 


the Bills of Sale Act, the assignment of the chattels would! 
have been a valid security ; must it not be concluded that’ 
the attornment clause was intended to make good the ‘defect’ 
in the security cansed by the non-registration of the deed 
Under such circumstances his lordship could only conelude: 
that no rent was really reserved, but that a sum was merely. 
stipulated for under the name of rent, and that no legal 
incident of distress arose out of it, A distress must-be fora. 
real rent, to which the law annexed a power of distress. . 
When it was not a real rent, but something called rent that. 
was not rent—an attempt to give to a mortgagee as: 
mortgagee a right which he could only have as a landlord— ° 
it was a fraud on the bankrupt law. Tuxstcer, L.J., J 
that there could be no doubt that such a clause was i 
and that it created the relation of landlord and tenant, < 
that the ordinary right of distress which wae by lew attached! 
to that relation was attached to it. Nor could: it bedoubte’ 
that the clause would be valid, although’ the rent reserved 
was considerably greater than the sum required to keep down 
the interest on the mortgage money. Indeed, he could 
imagine a case where the rent reserved might be large mommy 
to cover both principal and interest. But it must be 
mitted that the object of the clause was’ to place 
mortgagee in the same position when the mort 


was- 


occupying the property as if it had been leased to.a — oe 
as to” 


party, and though it was open to the parties to bargain 
the amount of the rent; and the court» would not: lightly 
-interfere with their bargain, the amount’ of the rent was 
very important to be considered in determining whether it 





was a real rent, and whether a tenancy was really created! @ 
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Tf from the terms of the deed, or from the amount of the rent 
fixed, it could be collected’ that the rent was not'a real rent, 
and the tenancy nota real tenancy, but a mere sham, and 
that the clanse was only a device to give the mortgagee in 
the event of the mortgagor’s bankru @ security upon 
chattels which would otherwise be ibuted among his 
creditors, then the clause was void as a fraud on the bank- 
rupt. law. That was the principle of the decision in Zz 
parte Williams. In In re Stockton Iron Furnace Company 
the court came to the conclusion that the rent was a fair 
one, that there was a real rent anda real tenancy. In Ez 
parte Williams, on the other hand, it was admitted that the 
property was worth only about one-seventh of the rent 
reserved, and this was so dispro te to the real value 
that the court held that they might infer from it that 
there was not a real tenancy. In the present case the 
rent was about fifty-seven times as much as the fair 
letting value of the property, and it was equal to the whole 
amount which the stamp on the deed’ would allow to be 
secured by it. It was open, therefore, to the mortgagees to 
fold their hands, and allow their debtor to go on ae 
credit onthe faith of his possession of the chattels which were 
on the property, and then upon his bankruptcy to come for- 
ward and sweep away the whole of those chattels by a dis- 
tress for a year’s rent. In this respect there was a great dis- 
tinction between the mischief which would be done by am 

istered bill of sale and by such an attornment. clause, 
No doubt, if the grantee of a bill of sale could seize the chat- 
tels comprised in it before the bankruptcy of the grantor, 
he could hold them as against his trustee. But it was 
always a great chance whe! he would be able to seize 
them in time. Under an attornment clause, however, it was 
not necessary to take possession before the bankruptcy, for 
by section 34 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, a. land was 
entitled to distrain for a year’s rent after the bankruptcy. 
If, however, you could arrive at the conclusion that the 
whole thing was a sham, there never could be any right. to 
vo ha distress, and it. was-immaterial whether it. was levied 

e or after the bankruptcy. The was accordingly 
allowed. The bankers’ counsel asked for leave to appeal to 
the House of Lords, but the court declined to give it.— 
Soxicrtors, Helder, Roberts, § Gillett ; Johnston & Harrison. 


Dirvorcse—Lunacy or Hussanp—Pertition. By Com: 
mitTEE.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, 
on the 22nd ult., the appeal of Baker v. Baker, Wheeler, and 
Owen was heard before the full court, consisting of Lord 
Cotzriper, C.J.. Hanngy, P., and Pamzmorzs, J, The 

ition was filed by the committee of the estate of a lunatic 
d, under be eg ngs of the sane %, ustices of 
Appeal sitting in lunacy, for the dissolution of his marriage 
on the ground of his wife’s adultery. The respondent 
demurred to the petition, on the ground that it did not allege 
that the husband was tly insane, aud that it was 
not competent for the committee of a lunatic to present a 
petition for a divorce. . The President of the Division .over- 
taled the demurrer, holding that the principle of the decision 
of the House of Lords.in Mordaunt vy. Moncreiffe (24 W, R. 
12, L. R. 2 P. & D. 374) applied to the case.of a lunatic 
petitioner as well as to that.of a lunatic respondent: Lord 
Congriwer now delivered. the judgment of the full court, 
He observed that, if the question was an open one, he should 
be inclined to hold that the petition must be dismissed, and 
to approve the view taken by Lord Penzance when Mordaunt 
v, Moncreiffe was before the Court of Divorce, but the jadg- 
ment of the House of Lordsin that case was binding, and 
following that decision it was impossible to di ish the 
cases of a lunetic petitioner and a lunatic respondent. The 
j in tavour of the petitioner was therefore affirmed, 
but leave to appeal was given.—Souicrtors, White &. Son; 
Surr, Gribble, § Bunton. 

Practice—Action BY THE CRowN—INJUNCTION—UNDER- 
TAKING In Damacrs.—In a case of The Secretary of State 
Sor War v. Chubd; before the Master of the Rolls: om the 
25th ult:, a motion was made by the plaintiff to restrain 
the defendants from constructing certain tramways in 
alleged ¢ sntravention oftheir statatory ers, and a 
pees arose whether, on an ted ijanotion a. : 
week being granted, any underteking in damages 
be required on the part of’ her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment, Jrsset, M.R., said he could make no exception in 








| favour of the Crown, and if the plaistiff’a conneel cold 


not give the usual in damages he should not 
— oe a On this the plaintiff's comn-. 
sel gave the usual u ing. Solicitor: to 
the Treasury ; Chubb $ Co, — 


TRUSTER AND OzsTUI Que Tavst—RemuNERaTion—~ 
Srirctation 1x Trust Instrument.—In a-case of Hen- 
derson v. Ray, before the Master of the Rolls on the 
25th ult., a question arose whether on the construction of: 
& document under which certain bonds were deposited, 
with a committee for the purposes of litigation, and’ to 
enforce payment of the bonds out of a fand in the hands’ 
of the trastees, the committee were entitled to retain a. 
sum to secure remuneration for their services. The con- 


ceed# of ‘the loan, ‘after making such deductions 
from'as the committee and corporation may a 
The bonds and coupons deposited were to besubject to and. 
charged with a sum of ten per cent., to be to the 
joint order of the committee and corporation “in contzi- 
bation towards their past and future expenditure in con- 
nection with the representation of the bondhulders” 
interests, bat repayable, if possible, in whole or in part by 
deductions from the fund if the same shall become diatri- 
butable.” By a decree of the Honse of Lords the committee 
had recently secured the distribution of the. funds. 
senting the loan, and they had given notice that 
proposed to distribute a portion of this sum, retaining 
sum of £2 per cent. as security for a sum claimed by 
for their remuneration, contending that under the 
of the conditions they were entitled to do a0. The 
brought this action seeking to restrain the committee 
deducting anything from the bonds, and for d 
hia: bonds, he offering to pay tie committee. the 
tage according to the conditions of it. The 
claimed to be allowed their remuneration as 
expenses under the House of Lords’ d but 
time they desired to retain a sum as security 
remuneration. JEssEt, M.R., was. of opinion 
above words as to “deductions” were too am 
entitle the committee who were in the position of 
to retain any sum for their remuneration. To entitle 
such body to remuneration he considered that clear 
authorizing the same should be inserted in the documents 
creating the trust, and that such right should be com- 
muniecated to the cestuis que trust before the deposit wae 
made or the trust entered upon. After this expression of” 
his lordship’s opinion, the defendants abandoned their con- 


bonds on payment of the amount according to the deposit 
note,—Sonicrrors, Dawes & Sons; Wilson, Bristows, ¢ 
Carpmael. 


: z 
(tae 


i 





TRADE-NAME—SIMILARITY—INTENTION TO TAKE TRADE— 

Costs.—Inacase ofthe Guardian Fireand Life Assurance Com- 
v. Guardian and General Inswratice Company (Limited), 

before the Master of the Rolls on the 25th ult., a motion was 
made to restrain the defendants from carrying on business 
under the above name, on the ground that it was calculated 
to. deceive. The defendants had acquired the business of 
another company known as the “Gnardian Horse and 
Vehicle Insurance Company,” formed to assure horses 
vehicles from accidents, and they had then changed 
name to the above, as they alleged in consequence 
intention also to undertake the insurance of persons against 
accidents and also g lfirei business, The : 
ants carried on their business a few doors from the plaintiff” 
and it was proved that letters addressed to the latter com- 
pany had been delivered to the former, and vice versa. 
the motion was opened the defendants offered to give an 
undertaking to Moe fe their business in’ future 
name of the “ Horse, Vehicle, and General Insur+ 
ance Company,” and the =y question then angued was om 
to the costs of the action. Jisset, M.LR., was of 
that the name of the defendants was calenlated to 
but that the name they offered now to use would'not 
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He could not but think that one object of changing their name }, possession of the one acre, and laid oat a considerable is 


was to obtain some ion of the plaintiffs’ business, and 
that being so he considered the defendants ought to pay the 
costs of the action.—Sonicrrors, Parkin, Pagden, § Wood- 
house ; Denton & Hail. 


TRADE-MARK — INFRINGEMENT—SiMILARITY—Fravp— 
Ixsunction—Costs.—In a case of Lamplough v. Beedeler, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 25th ult., a motion was 
made by the vendors of a medicine called *‘ Pyretic Saline ” to 
restrain the defendant from selling a medicine which he called 
** Beedzler’s Salubrious Saline,” describing it on his labels as 
“an excellent pyretic, antibilious, and headache, effervescing 
saline.” The plaintiff had registered his name as a trade- 
mark, and his case was based on two grounds—first, the 
infringement of the trade-mark ; and, secondly, that the 
defendant was selling his goods as those of the plaintiff. 
JzsszL, M.R., said there was no similarity between the two 
names, and that the defendant was not infringing the plain- 
tiff’s trade-mark. On the question of fraud he thought 
there was not sufficient similarity in the two labels for him to 
say the defendant intended to defraud, and the actual cases 
of fraudulent sale relied on entirely failed. The motion 
must, thereby, be refused, and as he had in effect decided the 
whole case on the motion, be should give the defendants their 
costs, and not make them costs in the action or the defend- 
ant’s costs “in any event.”—Soicirors, Crouch, Spencer, & 
Edwards ; Plunkett § Leader. 





PAYMASTER-GENERAL—SHARESIN H18 NAME—BENEFICIAL 
AxLorment or New SHarrs—Ostaininc BENEFIT OF SAME 
For Cestuis que Trust.—In a case of Stewart v. Stewart, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 26th ult., it was 
atated that the Paymaster-General had vested in his name a 
Jarge amount of railway stock, in respect of which a very 
beneficial allotment of new stock had been recently made, 
and as to which the Paymaster-General declined to take any 
step to enable the benefit of the allotment to be secured for 
the beneficiaries. An application was accordingly made on 
their behalf for the direction of the court. JxssEt, M.R., 
directed the Paymaster-General, or his deputy, to sign a 
letter of renunciation in favour of a particular broker, so as 
to enable the allotment to be sold at a premium for the 
benefit of the beneficiaries, and he observed that it was incon- 
ceivable that estates in chancery should lose the benefit of an 
allotment on account of some routine of the office. He also 
added that it seemed as if the Paymaster-General was not 80 
much under the control of the court as the Accountant- 
General had been formerly.—Soricitors, Nash ¢ Field. 





Sprciric Prrrormance—Lrase—Prion CovENANT BY 
DEFENDANT NOT TO ASSIGN WITHOUT LicENCE oF Lessor 
—Mistaxe or Lecat Righots—ExpenpDiturE OF Money 
ON ANOTHER PeRson’s Lanp—AcavuIEscence.—In a case 
of Willmott v. Barber, before Fry, J., on the 19th ult., the 
question arose whether a lessee, who had in his lease 
covenanted not to assign the demised property, or to part 
with the possession of it, withont the written licence of 
the lessor, could be compelled to perform a contract which 
he had entered into to assign the lease, the lessor refusing 
to give his licence. There was a further question whether 
the lessor could be compelled to give his licence, on the 
ground that he bad acquiesced in the expenditure of money 
on the property by the proposed assignee, knowing of his 
own rights, and knowing that the proposed assignee was 
acting in the mistaken belief that he could obtain a good 
title to the property from the lessee with whom he had 
entered into the agreement, The ment was 
entered into in January, 1874, and it provided that Barber 
would let to the plaintiff one acre of a property compris- 
ing three acres, which be held as tenant to Bowyer, and 
which adjoined other property belonging to the plaintiff, 
for ninety-four years, the residue of his term, and that he 
would sell to the plaintiff his interest in the whole three 
acres at any time within five years from the date of the 
agreement. The agreement said nothing about the 
covenant not to assign without licence, and the plaintiff 

i dnot actually know of that covenant. It was, however, 
contended that he must be taken to have had notice of 
the provisions of Barber's lease, because he knew that 
had only a leasehold interest. The plaintiff was let into 





of money upon it, and this was known to Bowyer. Bow- 
yer admitted that he knew of the agreement early in 
1875. In October, 1877, Barber surrendered his lease, and 
Bowyer granted him a new lease for a longer term, and 
including other property. This was done without the 
knowledge of the plaintiff. The new lease contained a 
covenant by the lessee, similar to that in the old lease, not 
to assign, &c., without the written licence of the lessor. In 
November, 1877, the plaintiff gave notice to Barberof his de- 
sire to exercise his option to purchase the whole three acres, 
Barber refased to execute an assignment, on the ground that 
Bowyer would not give his licence. The action was then 
brought against Barber and Bowyer, claiming specific per- 
formance by Barber of his agreement, and a declaration that 
under the circumstances Bowyer had no right to refuse 
his licence, and an order that he should give it or concur 
in an assignment to the plaintiff. Bowyer swore that he 
was not aware of the covenant not to assign without licence 
in Barber's original lease until about the time when the 
new lease was granted. It was contended that Bowyer, 
by reason of his acquiescence in the plaintiff's expenditure, 
wag precluded from asserting his legal rights. And as to 
Barber it was contended that the surrender of the old 
lease behind the plaintiff's back could not affect his rights 
under the agreement, and that he was entitled to have the 
agreement performed out of the interest which Barber had 
acquired under the new lease. But it was urged that, 
though for this purpose the plaintiff was entitled to treat 
the old lease as still subsisting, he was entitled to treat. it 
88 at an end so far as regarded the covenant not to assign 
without licence. The result of that would be that the 
covenant not to assign without licence contained in the 
new lease was entered into by Barber subsequently to 
his agreement with the plaintiff, and it was his own fault 
that he had voluntarily entered intv a covenant inconsistent 
with that prior agreement. He could not complain of 
being compelled to perform an agreement the result of 
which would be to make him commit a breach of a cove. 
nant into which he had afterwards voluntarily entered. 
Bowyer had not attempted or threatened to turn the plain- 
tiff out of possession of the one acre, and no question as to 
that possession was raised in the action. Fry, J., said 
that there must be a very strong case to justify the court 
in depriving a man of his legal rights on the ground of 
acquiescence. He must have acted in such a way 
as to make it frandalent for him to set up his legal 
rights. There were several elements necessary to constitute 
a fraud of this description. ‘The plaintiff must have made a 
mistake as to his legal rights ; he must have expended money 
or done some other act on the faith of his mistaken belief, 
Thedefendant—+.¢., the possessor of the legal right—must have 
known his own right, which was inconsistent with the right 
claimed by the plaintiff. If he did not know it he was in the 
same position as the plaintiff. The doctrine of acquiescence 
depended upon conduct with knowledge of your rights. The 
defendant must also have 'known the plaintiff's mistaken 
belief of his rights, and he must have encouraged the plaintiff 
in his laying out money, or in the other acts which he bad” 
done, either directly or by abstaining from asserting his legal 
rights. When all these elements existed, there was fraud of 
such # nature as would enable the court to restrain the 
defendant from exercising his legal right. But, in his lord- — 
ship’s judgment, nothing short of that would be sufficient. In — 
the present case the plaintiff had shown that he had made a 
mistake as to his rights. It was not necessary to decide 
whether he was affected with notice of the contents of — 
Barber's lease, for, with reference to this kind of equity, a 
mistake of fact was not the less a ground of , because 
the person who made the mistake had the means of knowledge. 
But it could not be said that the plaintiff had expended his 
money on the property on the faith of the option to purchase 
the three acres rather than on the faith of his possession — 
of the one acre. At the time when he made the ex- — 
penditure he had not exercised his option to So a 
had nob 
































































or even made up his mind to do so. Again, 
evidence that he did not know of his own rights 
been contradicted and must be taken to be true, and, as- 
suming that the agreement with the plaintiff was com- — 
municated to him, there was nothing in it to show him — 














that the plaintiff was ignorant of his rights. ne 
might well have su that the plaintiff was a a4 
man, and that he inquired as to the | Pt ie 
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could not come to the con- 
mistaken belief had been 
Bowyer’s mind, and he could not, there- 
fore, i wyer from exercising his rights. 
And, as to Barber, his lordship held that the plaintiff was 
right in sayiog that the surrender of the original lease 
could not affect his rights, But, if he treated that lease 
as still subsisting for one purpose, he must treat it as still 
aeeetng for all purposes, and, if that was so, the plain- 
tiff, in asking for specific performance of the agreement b 
Barber was asking the court to compel Barber to break 
his covenant of prior date not to assign the prop- 
erty without the licence of Bowyer. This his lordship de- 
«lined to do. He accordingly dismissed the action, 
but without costs.—So.icrrors, G. Badham; G. J. ¢ P. 
Vanderpump. 

Service or Tuirp-rparty Notice — APPEARANCE NOT 
EnterED—Costs.—In a case of The Commissioners of the 
Exhibition of 1851 v. The Royal Horticultural Society, 
before Fry, J., on the 2ist ult., the trial of the action had 
been ordered to stand over (vide ante, p. 611), with a direction 
that the plaintiffs should serve notice of the action on some 
‘third persons (who the defendants had, by the statement of 
defence, objected ought to have been made parties) informing 
them that they were at liberty to attend the proceedings. 
‘When the trial came on again, on the 2lst ult., it appeared 
that the order giving this direction had not been drawn up by 
the plaintiffs, in consequence of a dispute between them and 
the defendants as to its exact terms, and that, though a notice 
had beon served on the third parties, the record and writ clerk 
would not enter an appearance for them because the order 
had not been drawn up. Counsel, however, appeared for the 
third parties. Fry, J., ordered the trial again to stand over 
until the order should have been drawn up, and he ordered 
the plaintiffs to pay the costs occasioned by the standing 
over, including those of the third parties, inasmuch as though 
mo appearance had been entered for them, they could not 
safely have declined to appear after the notice which had 
been actually served on them.—Soticirors, Fladgate, Smith, 
4 Fladgate ; Webb, Stock, § Burt. 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


This association held its twentieth anniversary at the 
Ship Hotel, Greenwich, on Wednesday last, the 30th ult., 
the Right Hon. Sir James Hannen taking the chair. 

This is the third annual festival of the association held 
ont of London, and about 150 gentlemen were present, 

The usual loyal and patriotic toasts having been given 
and duly responded to, 

‘Mr. Geo. Burrow Grecory, M.P. for East Sussex, in 
proposing ‘‘ The Bench and the Bar,” said it was one of 
the prondest possessions of this country to feel that the 
administration of justice was and had been for centuries 
perfectly pure, and they must remember that justice was 
not, asin some other conutries, an object of concealment, 
an object of police, an object of State, but it was performed 
in this country in the open air as it were—the jadge was 
before the people; and when they considered that there 
must be disappointed suitors, that there must be many who 
considered their interests neglected or not recognized in 
the course of justice, and when they considered the oppor- 
tunities afforded these persons of ventilating their griev- 
‘ances by publications, and when they saw how little was 
said derogatory to the bar and the bench of England, ‘and 
if anything should happen to be said how instantly it was 
tepudiated—what a great testimony this was to 
the impartiality and justice of that bar and berch. 
He sometimes heard people speak of judge-made 
law. In his opinion jadge-made law was often the very 
‘best law, and he was happy to know that there 
were such able interpreters of statute law as those who sat 

the English bench. He felt more strongly every day 
more consisted ia the administration of the Jaw than in 
‘the mere law made by Act of Parliament. Turning to another 
‘branch of the toast, he hoped everybody present would 
a with him, and recognize to the fullest extent 
desirability of having an independent and a highly 





honourable bar of Hoagland. He was one who always 
advocated the separation of the bar from the solicitors’ 
branch of the profession. Most of those present knew how 
much the solicitors were mixed up and identified with their 
clients, The clients’ wrongs were the solicitors’ wrongs, 
their injustice the solicitors’ injustice, and the solicitors took 
up their cases as friends—almost as advocates—and were 
ready to go to almost any extent for their clients. The 
solicitors put their impressions on paper and submitted them 
to an independent mind, and they had the benefit of that 
independent mind, and its impartial deliberation, and 
it very often turned out that the solicitors feel- 
ings and views were not right. He believed that 
it was very much for the client’s benefit that this 
should be the case. The solicitors often entered too much 

into the feelings of the client, and were often unable to con- 

trol themselves sufficiently, and the intervention of an inde- 

pendent mind was of great advantage, not only to the client, 

but to the solicitor himself ; therefore he (Mr. Gregory) had 

always advocated the distinction that existed between the 
solicitor branch of the profession and the bar. He thonght 
also he envied the bar of England in being able to enlist sach 

recruits as it did, because there was no doubt that it had the 
pick of the youth of England, the very best men the country 
could produce. They werehappy to honoar the toast, “* The 

Bench and the Bar of England.” 

Mr, Leonarp Fietp, barrister-at-law, acknowledged the 
toast. He was proad to be a member of the bar, and he 
would be equally proud to which ever branch of the profes- 
sion he happened to belong. They were a united body and 
they worked well together, and he thought worked better 
separate as they were. Fusion had been of late the fashion, 
and the fusion of the bar with the solicitor branch had been ad- 
vocated. He hoped they would be content to work together 
for many years united, but yet separate as they were. The 
barrister could do his duty only when the duty of the solici- 
tor had been well performed, and lie was glad to say, so faras 
his own experience went, that in most cases it was admirably 
performed. 

The CHAIRMAN next proposed the toast of the evening, 
“ The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, and may prosperity 
attend it.” He said :—Nowhere better than in an assembly of 
lawyers is it known that there are few subjects in which p desl 
may not be a difference of opinion, and I believe that there are 

ersons who entertain doubts of the atility of institutions 

ike our own. I have heard such doubts expressed by a very 
distinguished person with reference to a kindred society—that 
of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association—but this is cere 
tainly not the occasion upon which one should enter upon 
an exposition of the grounds upon which such doubts rest. 
Perhaps I ought not even to have referred to them, because if I 
tightly understand the duties I have to perform on 
this occasion, you have asked me to resame for the 
evening the practice of my old profession and become 
counsel for the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. I have 
felt that in doing so it was my duty to read my brief, and 
accordingly I have looked at the figures which I find in 
the paper which hae been submitted to me, and some remarks 
occur to me with reference to it. Let me say before I enter 
upon them that you must all be aware of the satisfaction it 
is to counsel to feel that he is an advocate of the best case, and 
you also know how often it is that the case derives advan 
from that conviction on the pert of the advocate. At least 
feel this satisfaction, and I trust that the society will have 
that advantage, namely, that I am firmly conviuced of the 
utility of the institution which you are all here met to 
mote ; and I trust that that conviction on my part will lend 
force and persuasive power to the remarks I have to make to 
you. Looking at these figures the first thing that oceurs to 
me is this, that though the name of your association no doubt 
justly represents your objects, it scarcely with completeness 
represents the results of your useful labours, For it appears 
to me that it would be better entitled, having regard to these 
results, “ The Solicitors’ Provident and Benevolent Associa- 
tion,” because I find in the first place that the figures show 
that you have certainly justified your title of benevolent, for 
you have expended very nearly half that which has been 
paid away amongst those who were not members of the 
society and their families, Bat, secondly, I find that, as I pea 
sume all other things being equal, the preference 
been given to members of the association, because 
I find that the sum which has been paid to mem- 
bers and their families amounts to £8,694, while 
that to non-members and their families is £7,904 
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But that in no other sense have you given‘the preference: to 
members is proved by this, that in several years you have 
away more to non-members and their families than 
have to members, and notably I find that in the last 


year, 1879, while £765 only has been paid to members and 
their families, noless 2 sum than £1,245 has been’ paid to 
non-members. But the third remark { have to make upon 
these “eee is this, that it appears that slightly more than 
one-half of all that you have paid has been paid away to 
members and their families. Think for. a moment what 
reflections that fact gives rise to. Think ofthe sad vicissi- 


tudes of fortane which it represents. How bright’ must 
have been the prospects of those who in the early days of 
their professional career, out of their scanty earnings, con- 
tributed, however slight the sum may have been, towards the 
wants of their brethren in the profession. Now to each one 
of those it seemed as impossible that he should ever want 
the guinea that he gave as it must appear to any one of you 
present on this occasion, and yet such has been the fate 
of many that no less than one-half of that which has been 
expended from their contributions—I speak of them collec- 
tively—has been paid to those who made the contri- 
butions. Now, that gives rise to these considerations, that 
it would be well that all those entering upon the profes- 
sion should at once make their contributions to this 
society, the effect of which would be that, small as the 
contributions might be, it would make the task of the society 
easy with regard toall those who might have claims upon 
them. I wasrecently reading in a French book an account 
of the industry in the districts around Paris where the 
flowers are cultivated for the Paris market. Any association 
of the labours of solicitors with the tabour of the cul- 
tivation of flowers is, perhaps, a little remote, but the appli- 
cation is what I wished to direct your attention to. They 
cultivate the flowers in succession for each anniversary of 
the saints, and they have to calculate that the blossom 
shall be ripe for the particularday of the calendar, but at un- 
certain intervals of years there appears a blackness on the hori- 
zon which rises rapidly overhead, and discharges a cannonade 
of hail upon the flowers and makes almost as clearly defined 
a line as the mower’s scythe makes in the standing grass, 
and nothing can be more complete than the desolation of 
the flowers. Now only a few years ago a disaster of this 
kind brought inevitable ruin, but within comparatively 
recent times a new application of the principle of insurance 
is applied to this misfortune, and now the loss, which was 
before overwhelming, is mitigated, is almost obliterated, by 
being spread amongst a number overan extended area. Now 
that principle is applicable to the subject we are now dealing 
with. Every man who enters the profession, however clear 
the sky may seem to him, yet the storms of life may break 
upon him, and if he has contributed to this society he will 
at least find a refuge. He who was once the generous giver 
may become the grateful receiver, and that change must be 
indeed productive of some pang. The pang will be 
mitigated by the reflection that he has sown in the field 
where at last he is obliged to glean. In doing this, if he 
should be so fortunate as to escape the evils of 
life, he will at least have the satisfaction of feeling 
that he has contributed towards the relief of the wants 
of others, and, above all, in any case he will have the 
feeling that be has set an example of a prudent fore- 
thonght and of a judicious charity to others who are enter- 
ing upon a most honourable and useful, bat, at the same 
time, necessarily uncertain profession. Gentlemen, these 
are the remarks which I have to make to you upon the 
general subject for which we are met here. I have had 
brought to my mind, but in a manner which prevents me 
doing justice to the subject, one matter which I know bas 
been referred to by some of those who have preceded me 
in this chair. I mean the subject of there being another 
society having similar objects to your own. I remember 
reading, I think it was in the observations made by the 
Master of the Rolls, some remarks on this subject which 
atruck me as characterized by his eminent good sense, and 
1 do trust it will be found possible to bring about that 
economy which will necessarily result from uniting your 
efforts and working for the particular objects you 
have in view to the diminished staff which will be 
sufficient if the two societies shall be united. Gentlemen, 
with these remarks I again command to your notice the 
toast of “ Prosperity to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion.” 





Tho toast of ‘The Visitors” having been proposed’ by 
Mr. W. E. Surever, towa clerk of Doncaster, ere 


sponded to by Mr. H. Cripps, vice-president of the Kent 


Law Society, the proceedings terminated. 
Daring the evening: a sum of £460 was: subscribed tos. 
wards the association. 


cr ee 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held atthe. 
hall of the In ted Law Society, Chancery-lane, on 
Thursday, the 1st inst., the following being present, Mt,. 
Boodle Noreen and Messrs. Burges, Finch, Sawtell, 
Styan, Williamson, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary), grants 
of £35 were made to six non-members, and the o7 
general business was transacted. 








Obituary. 


MR. GEORGE BATTERSBY, LL.D., Q.¢. 


Mr. George Battersby, LL.D., Q.C., died at 20, Lower 
Leeson-street, Dublin, in his eightieth year. The deceased 


was the eldest son of the late Mr. Thomas Battersby, of Lough — 


Bane, Westmeath, and was born in 1801. He was educated 
at Trinity College, Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in. 
1824, and LL.D. in 1832, He was called to the bar in 







Ireland in Trinity Term, 1826, and he was a member of. — 


the Home Circuit. He was created a Queen’s Counsel 


in 1844, and became a bencher of the King’s-innsin - 

1861. Mr. Battersby had formerly an extensive business — 

in ecclesiastical cases, and was for many ro judge of — 
ancello 


the $Provincial Court of Dablin, and C 
Vicar-General of the 
Glandelough, 


Meath, and Westmeath. Mr. Battersby was married to 
the daughter of the Right Hon. John Radcliff, LL.D., 


formerly judge of the Prerogative Court in Ireland, but 
he became a widower in 1876. His only surviving son, ~ 


Mr. John Radcliff Battersby, LL.D., was called to the 
bar at Dublin in Hilary Term, 1864, and was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn iv Easter Term, 1865. 








Appotnturents, Ete: 


Mr. Josern Jonas Bickerton, solicitor, of Oxford, has 
been unanimously elected Town Clerk and Clerk of the 
Peace for that city, and Registrar of the Borough Court, 
in succession to Mr. Robert Samuel Hawkins, resigned. 
Mr. Bickerton was educated at Charsley’s-hall, Oxford, 
where he graduated third class in law and modern history in 
1870, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1871. He isa 
proctor in the Chancellor’s Court, and was till recently a 
member of the town council. 

Mr. Cartes Francois Bottarp Bircwant, solicitor, fot 
5, Mark-lane, has been appointed a Commissioner to ade 
minister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Hewry Grirrita, solicitor (of the firm of Hill, 
Fitzhugh, Woolley, & Griffith), of Brighton, has been ap- 
golatel a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSGIP. 


Water Srorr Navin and Witu1am Win, solicitors, 


18, King-street, Manchester (Nadin & Wild). March 25, 


1880. (Walter Stott Nadin will continue to practise in his 


own name.) (Gazette, June 29, 1880.) 





At the Worcestershire Quarter Sessions, the Earl of Dudley. ib 


— to ill-health, resigned the chairmanship of the courty: 
which he has occupied for twenty-two years. 


united diocese of Dublin, — 
and Kildare. He was a prosecuting ~ 
Crown counsel for King’s County, Kildare, and West- 
meath,. and —_ of the peace for the counties of Cavan, — 
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Companies. 


WINDING-UP: NOTICES. 
Jom Srock ComPantzs, 


Luarrep in CHANCERY. 


Dreect Fise Surety Association, Liwrrep.—Petition for winding 
up presented June 23, directed to be heard before the M.R., on 
July 3. Rogers and Chave, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the 

tioners 

FLAGsTArF ethernet auembiaste Ucedenkeoene maeals 
for wi w une to ‘ore 
MLR. ome 3 Eley, New Broad st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Ganszat Propuce Trapina Company, Liwirey.—Petition for 
winding up presented June 19, directed to be heard before the 
MLR. on July 3. Meredith and Co, New'sq, Lincoln’s inn, agents 
for Sibly, Bristol, solicitor for the ers 

Hamer’s Sart Company, Limirep.—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 22, to send their names and addresses and the par- 
ticulars of their debts and claims to Thomas Jones, Temple st, 
Chorlton-on-Medlock, . Aug 6 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Iuesetau Hypropataro Instrrvrron, Lusrrsp.—Petition for 
winding up presented June 23, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on July 10. Sykes, St Swithin’s lane; ugent for Watson and 
Dickons, Bradford, solicitors for the petitioner 

Maperera AND Mamore Rartway Company, Lruirep.—The M-R. 
has fixed July 5.at 12 at his chambers as the time and place for 
the ap of an official liquidator 

Osxuam Coutiertes Compaay, Liurrep.—Petition for winding up 

mted June 22, directed to be heard before the M.R., on July 
R Denton and Co, Gray’s inn sq, solicitors for the petitioners 

Parent Ligurp Merarurc Carsutine, Patnt, Girpine, and 
Stivertne Company, Liurrkp.—By an order made by the M.R. 
dated June 14, it was ordered that the above company be wound 
up. 4 m Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Sours Dorotmea Stare Quarry Company, Limiren.—V.C. Hall 
has, by an order ‘dated June 12, appointed John Gascoigne Lad- 
bury, Queen st, Cheapside, to be official liquidator 

Teapers’ BANKING anv Surrpty Company, Liurrev.—OCreditors 
are required, on or before July 21, to send their names and ad- 
eenal Peeper pthall pidge: Jul “we a Sen fnted fi 

A iy 28 at 12 is appoin ‘or 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

TRAVELLERS’ Acorpent Insurance Company, Limitsp.—The M.R. 
has fixed July 5 at 12, at his chambers, as the time and’place for 
the appointment of an official liquidator 

[ Gazette, June 25.] 


Cunstiay Srenwan Postisurwa Company, Liuirzp.—The M.R. 
has fixed July 9 at 11 at his chambers as the time and place for 
the appointment of an official liquidator 

Craripez anp Company, Liuirrp.—Petition for winding up pre- 
sented June 25, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on July 9. 
Gresham and Davies, a st, solicitors for the petitioners 

Dewmanvus Bay Ming any Smecrine Company, Limirep.—Peti- 

tion for winding up presented June 22, directed to be heard before 

Mo Hallon July 9. Young, Newgate st, solicitor for the peti- 


ioner 
Favixwer, Taytor; awd Company, Liutrep.—By an order made 
by the M.R. dated June 19, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Johnson and Weatheralls, King’s Bench walk, 
Inner Temple, agents for Clegg, Oldham, solicitor for the peti- 


tioner 
[ Gazette, June 29.] 
Frrenpiy Socrettes Dissonven, 


Cain or Faizenpsute Socizry, Leighton st, Woburn, Bedford. 
June 19 [ Gazette, June 25.]} 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 


(Sittings at Guildhall before Lord Cotzripes, C.J., and 
Grove, J.) 


June 26.—Re W. R. Philp, a Solicitor. 


In this matter, which wasa charge against Mr. Philp 
for having misappropriated a cheque, the court, on the 23rd 
—— Mr. Philp to be struck off the rolls (see ante, 
Pp . 

Lord Cotzniper, C.J., having handed to Grove, J., an 
affidavit by Mr. Philp, wherein he stated that he had not 
attended on the previous occasion because he had 
receiveG no notice that the matter was coming before the 
court, said :—In this case the court acted under a misap- 
prehension the other day. We were given to understand 
that Mr. Philp had been served with notice, and 
we were under the impression that, under’ those ciroum- 
stances, he abstained from coming into court because he 
had. nothing to say in his defence farther thaa what 


he stated before the master. After reading thie affidavit, . 
which has been filed in the interim, I have come tothe cons~ 
clusion that our order to strike Mr. Philp off the:roll- 
must be rescinded, and the matter must stand over: until 
gone The solici 

Rove, J.—I entirely agree. tor appears not 
to have received such a@ notice as would be sufficient: tor 
bring a person before the court upon a motion» to: strike: 
him off the roll, and had» the court been in possession: of: 
this information they would not have made the order to- 
strike him off. 

Order rescinded. 





Election petitions. 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Sittings at Guildhall before Lord Cotznines, C.J., and 
Grovsg, J.) 

June 26.—The Nottingham Election: Petition, * 

An application on behalf of the petitioners in this matter 
for leave to withdraw the petition was originally made to this 
court on the 2ist ult., and was adjourned until the 
23rd ult., when Lord Coleridge, in ordering the application 
to stand over until the 26th, announced the 
of'a letter in which the writer asserted that a large 
sum of money had been paid by the respondent for corrupt 


purposes, 

A. L. Smith, for the oe renewed his application’ 
to withdraw. He read affidavits of the petitioners and their’ 
agents stating that the application was not the result of any* 
corrupt arrangement’ or collusion betweem the’ parties,: 
but was only made in consequence of counsel having advised’ 
that the allegation in the petition could not be supported’ by 
oe, 00. nd Muir Maskonsie, for the respondent sai 

» O.0., a uir Ma ie, for the ; 

bree yee to the sending and receipt of the letter j 
to, his client would have offered no opposition to the: peti- 

tioners’ application, as he would have been glad to escape the 
trouble and expense of a petition; but that, after the im- 
putations on his character contained ‘in that’ letter, the 
respondent refused to make any affidavit, and was now anxious’ 
that the petition should be tried out, so that his character 
might be cleared. 

A. L. Smith—The unusunal course adopted’ by the 
respondent in opposing the withdrawal of the: petition 
has placed my client in a position of somedifficulty. i 

Lord Corurmer, C.J.—It has placed the courtin a still 
more awkward predicament. 

Grove, J.—The difficulty the court is in isthis: we were 
prepared to sanction the withdrawal of this petition whem 
the application was last before us, bat, on hearing about the: 
letter, it was thought desirable that the matter should be ad= 
journed until to-day. for the respondent to make inquiries; 
and I do not see why he has not made an affidavit. 

A. L. Smith —The respondent might have cleared his: 
character in the best way he could, but his action in the: 
matter should not affect my client's position. 

Lord Cotzripves, 0.J.—I am of opinion: that; ander all 
ciroumstances, this petition may be withdrawn. This pers: 
mission, which was given on the last occasion, was‘even~ 
tually withheld until to-day, in order that the respondents 
might take any steps he chose with reference to the letter” 

p against him and his party, Bat; ine 
thus assenting'to the request of the respondent's ‘counsel, 
we never intended to put the petitioners in any worse" 
position than they were in before, or to sabject them to any~ 
hardship. I must say, however, that 1 share-im ther 








* Reported by W. Biuw, Esq., Barvister-at-Law. 
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quite » and the petition may be withdrawn. 
The petitioners must pay all costs, except the costs of the 
postponement. 

Grove, J., concurred. 

Petition withdrawn. 

[At the same sitting the court granted permission to 
withdraw the petitions in the cases of the boroughs of 
Leominster, Wilton, Horsham, and Bury St. Edmunds, the 
affidavits read by counsel being considered satisfactory. ] 





June 18.—WestTsury. 
(Before Lusu and Manisty, JJ.) 
Agency. 

Lusu, J., in the course of his judgment, said an 
agent was a person employed by another to act for him 
and on his behalf, either generally or in some particular 
transaction. The authority might be actual, or it might be 
implied from circumstances. It was not necessary, 
in order to prove agency, to show that a person was 
aera | appointed by a candidate. If a person not ap- 
pointed were to assume to act in any department of ser- 
vice as an election agent, and the candidate accepted his 
services as such, he would thereby ratify the agency, so 
that a man might become agent in either of two 
ways—by actual employment, or by recognition and ac- 
arg of his services. If agent, the next question was, 

Vhat was he appointed to do? or, if not appointed, What 
kind of service did he profess to do if accepted by the 
principal? If a person were appointed or accepted as 
agent for canvassing generally, and he were to bribe or 
treat a voter, the candidate would thereby forfeit his 
seat ; but if appointed or accepted to canvass a particular 
class—for instance, if a master were asked to canvass his 
workmen, and he were to go out of his way to bribe a 
person who was not his workman, the candidate would not 
be responsible. In the one case the agent would be actin; 
within the scope of hisauthority, whilein the other he vai 
be acting beyond it, and would be no more to the candidate 
than astranger. Of course, it followed that if a person 
whom the candidate did not authorize to canvass at all, or 
to take such part in the management of an election as in- 
cluded canvassing, or whatever else he was employed to 
do, were to take on himself to bribe or to treat a voter, the 
candidate would not be responsible for that wrongful act. 
No candidate could ever make sure of his seat if he were 
made responsible for the acts of unauthorized persons. It 
was beyond all question that Mr. Phipps appointed only 
three agents, and that neither of them employed the Cor- 
nishes, or either of them, either to canvass or to take any 
part in the management of the election. One gentleman, 
and one gentleman only, besides the three agents 
authorized, canvassed at all, and that was the brother of 
the sitting member. The other canvassing was done— 
respectivg all canvassed—by the sitting member in per- 
Son. He intended the whole canvass to be a personal one, 
except as to one district, which he deputed his brother 
to take charge of. He was always, when canvassing, 
accompanied by one of the three solicitors, except in one 
solitary instance, alluded to by Mr. Collins, the solicitor to 
the petitioner, who canvassed. He said he never saw 
Mr. Phipps canvassing without one of his agents, and that, 
if confirmation were necessary, was strong corroborative 
evidence, irrespective of that of Mr. Phipps’ agent. 
Frequently one or more parties mentioned in the case 
accompanied him and his agents to point out the resi- 
dences of the voters. Mr. Day’s contention was that 
those men became agents of the sitting member by recog- 
nition and acceptance of their services, and in his 
Very ingenious speech he argued that every member of 
the association to which he alleged the two Cornishes 
belonged was by implication an agent to canvass. He (the 
learned judge) listened with some curiosity to see by what 
process of reasoning that startling proposition was to be 
made out, and he could only characterize it as specious and 
unsound. The association consisted of persons attached 
to the Conservative cause, who voluntarily assembled 
together to promote their own political views. Mr. Phipps 
did not apply to them, but they sent a requisition to him 

their representative, and he naturally attended 
their meetings and expounded his views, but 
connection between him and the association as 
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such began and ended. They never altered their posit 
and became his committee. He had no committee, as : 
admitted by Mr. Day. He took a room for business pur. 
poses, because it was not convenient to Mr. Pinoniger 
that his office should be monopolized for election 
business. The association took another office, and th 
was no interchange of information between them 
yond an occasional natural inquiry to know how m 
were going on. There was no communication at 
between the sitting member and his agents and t 
association. Each party acted independently of 
other in furtherance of their common purpose. 
was not @ new point in the experience of election jadg 
A similar state of things existed in the Westmins' 
petition in 1869. ‘The same doctrine was laid down by Mr, 
Justice Blackburn at Stalybridge in 1867. In accordancg 
with those views, which were sanctioned both by commog: 
law and by common sense, they held that no member of the 
association was, as such, an agent for the respondent for 
purpose in connection with the election. As regarded j 
sons who were not members of the association, there was the” 
same absence of any evidence from which any inference 
agency could be drawn, and there was on the other hand thé 
positive statement of the sitting member, his brother, 
his professional agents to the contrary. Whatever wre 
was committed by the other persons who had been mep 
tioned they were answerable for, but the sitting member wag 
not. Mr. Day further contended that the sitting member 
ought to have done or said something to the Cornishes, oF 
to have publicly notified that he did not recognize thé 
Cornishes as his agents, an argument which implied that 
omission to do so ought to lead them to the conclusion that 
he adopted their acts. They could not say that that argue 
ment might not have weight in a certain sappese state 
facts, but considering the casual and slight information thagf 
reached the ears of those gentlemen, and that that informas 
tion contained no hint of any wrong doing, it was not @ 
thing that they could notify, A candidate could not prevent, 
nor need he prevent, one voter trying to get another to come 
on his side, and that was all their information naturally led 
tbem to suppose the Cornishes had done. iC 
There remained the question of costs. If George Cornish 
had been a man unknown to the petitioner, and he had been 
entirely ignorant of his previous doings and his character, 
they (the learned judges) might have thought he had some 
ounds for petitioning, and that he was entitled to som@ 
indulgence in the way of costs ; but he knew that the maw 
had sought employment on his side first, and that on_ hi 
refusal to have anything to do with him—an act for which 
he was to be commended—Cornish went over to the other 
side and sought to draw away voters from him. Yet he 
proceeded to act upon the assumption that Cornish had bees 
employed on the other side, and he filed his petition withou! 
any previous inquiry of the sitting member, or any ende 
vour to ascertain what the truth was. He had chosen to 
speculate on being able to prove the allegations of his peti+, 
tion, and must bear the consequences of it. The petition: 
must be dismissed with costs. _ 





June 29.—BrEwDLEY. 
(Before DenmAN and Lorss, JJ.) 
Agency of members of local associations, ; 

Lorgs, J., in giving judgment, said he wished to say a few 
words as to the position of the political associations and the’ 
liability of candidates. It was contended that there was 
privity between the respondent and the Wribbenhall Asso. 
ciation—that the active members were not his nts, 
and he was not responsible for their illegal acts. 
appeared to be persons who thought a candidate might ese 
the responsibility attaching to his agents by the employn 
of the active members of associations instead of individ 
agents, If it could be done the Corrupt Practices Act 
become a dead letter. There might be, doubtless, in a bore 
a political association existing for the purposes of the politi 
party, and advocating the cause of a particular candid 
and contributing to his success, and yet having no pri 
with the candidate or his agents—an independent 
organization. To say that the candi should be 
8 ble for the corrupt acts of any members of that 
tion would be unjust, against common sense, and oppe 
tolaw. There might, on the other hand, be a po! 
association in a borough advocating the cause of a cand: 
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 eanvassing of voters and conduct of ly 
contributing to the result of the election. To say that the 
 gandidate was not responsible for any corrupt act done by 
an active member of such an association would be repealing the 
* Gorrupt Practices Act and sanctioning a most effectivesystem 

_ of corruption. 





-_ 


Creviiors’ Claims. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
‘Buscatt, Joun, East Dereham, Norfolk, Gent. July 15. Palmer, 


Swaffham 
Dror, Srzruzy, Wantage, Berks, Yeoman. Aug 31. Ormond, 


Durr, Janet, Cheltenham. July 15. Ellis, Spring 
Parmer, pis oa Murcorr, Kingston, Warwick, Farmer. July 29. 


s right an Leamington 
Gove, Somenser Jamzs, Morpeth, Northumberland, Esq. July 20. 
"+ Brooks and Co, Godliman st, Doctors’ commons 
_ Hammonp, Cuanrzs Grorer, Captain in H.M. 16th Regt of Lancers. 
Aug 2. Robson, John st, Adelphi 
pton, Clerk. Aug 1, 


Huxrtor, Rev Henry, Wolver! 
* and Page, Wolverhampton 
Hirzrotp, Mary Awnez, Edgbaston, nr Birmingham. Aug 1. 
Ryland and Co, Birmingham 
United Service Club, Pall Mall, Lieut-Gen. Aug 1. 
.. and Co, Craven st, Strand 
Horr, Joun Witu1aM, South Hayling, Hants. Aug 17. Hibbard, 


Sept 1. 
Parkinson, Liverpoo 
1n, Joszrx, Liverpool, Gent. Sept1. Parkinson, Live 1 
JAVRANCE, RoseErt, Nethertown, Stafford, Farmer. July 20. 
Mo Seaee ikaenee W Pontypridd, Glam Gent. A 
nean, Matragw Wayne, Pontypri organ, Gent. Aug 
. Grover and Grover, Cardiff 
mais, Atgxanpger, Ackworth, nr Pontefract, Gent. Sept 1. 
and Co, Manchester 
forrison, Atuan, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Esq. Aug 10. Ashurst 
and Co, Old Jewry 


_ OREDITORS 


Flewker 


mzBERG, Paiier AvGust, Birkenhead, Cheshire. 


» Woollen Merchant. July 7. 


rk, THomas AnprEws, Hanley, Stafford, Newspaper Pro- 
prietor. July 31. Bishop and Topham, Hanley 

x, Jamgs, Stock Exchange, Gent. July 31. Garrod, Par- 
liament st, Westminster 
fciirre, Rev. Taomas, Harrogate. Oct 4. Siddall, Otley 
@BEextson, Sopa1a Awnn, Lowndessq. Aug 10. Ward and Co, 


ag mye, 
Rosx Joun, aington, Oxford, Ironmonger. Aug 2. Faulkner 
tip Mania J 19 Montague rd, Dalston. Jul 
BILL, Marta Jostna CaTHERINE, Moni m. y 
ixr, J’ Bolter, Derb sae July 31 pa Bel 
ALKER, JAMES, s ry, nt. . er, 
RITE, Tamas, Witsua, Chertsey, Surrey, Grocer. Joly: 20, 
ertse 
TLLOUGHBY, i 
tage 


Sparsholt, Berks, Farmer. Aug 31. 
[Gaszetté, June 18.] 





Leqislatian of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
JUNE 24.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 


Great Seal, Universities of Oxford and Cambridge 
ted Tenures), Universities and College Estates Act 
ment. 


BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 


JUNE 25.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Local Government (Gas) Provisional Order, Local Go- 
_ Yernment (Highways) Provisional Order (Salop). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 


Parvate Bitts.—Sutton Bridge Dock, Didcot, Newbury, 
and Southampton Junction Railway. : 





—— 


IME. 
Coast 


&o.), 
Com- 


JUNE 28.—BILLS READ A SECOND 

Privats Brrts.—London, Brighton, and 
Railway, Stapenhill Bridge, Lancaster a. 

Local Government Provisional Orders (A 
Gas and Water Orders Confirmation, 
mons Supplemental. 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Great Seal, Universities of Oxford and Cambridge 
(Limited Tenures), Universities and College Estates Act 
Amendment, Local Government (Gas) Provisional Order, 
Local Government (Highways) Provisional Order (Salop): 
(all passed through Committee). ‘ 


Bese Pins mend A See TIME, 
Private Briis.—Williamson’s Patent, Liverpool Corpo 
ration, Eastbourne Gas, Helston Railway. 


JUNE 29.—ROYAL COMMISSION. 

The Royal! assent was given by Commission to the follow 
ing Bills: — Consolidated Fund (No. 1); Glebe Loam 
(Ireland); Drainage and Improvements of Lands a. rs 
Bury and Tottington District Railway ; Aston (Liver 
street) Burial Ground ; Carrickf Harbour; Vestry of 
St. Luke, Middlesex (Surplus Lands) ; Cardiff Waterworks 
Company ; Chester Gas; London and North-Western Rail- 
way (Sutton Coldfield and Lichfield) ; Glasgow Improve- 
ments Amendment; Worcester and Aberystwith Junction 
Railway (Abandonment); Llanelly and Mynedd Mawr Rail- 
way ; Mersey Docks ; Wednesfield and Wyrley Bank Rail- 
way (Abandonment); South London Tramways ~ 
tensions) ; Denton and Haughton Gas; Swindon, Marl- 
borough, and Andover Railway ; Ely and Bury St. Edmund’s 
Railway (Abandonment) ; Prescot Gas; Lancashire County 
Justices; Portishead Docks; Letterkenny Railway; Lian- 
trissant and Taff Vale Junction Railway (Extension of 
Time) ; Sligo, Leitrim, and Northern Counties Railway; 
Chipping Wycombe Borough Extension; Sutton Bridge 
Dock ; Liverpool Corporation ; Doncaster Corporation Water- 
works ; Hendon Local Board ; Trinity Hospital, Greenwich, 
Leases ; Faculty of Physicians and Surgeons of Glasgow 
Widows’ Fund ; and Katz Naturalization. 


BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Abingdon, &c.), 
Metropolitan Commons Supplemental (passed through Com- 


mittee). 
) BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Local Government (Gas) Provisional Order, Local Govern- 
ment (Highways) Provisional Order (Salop). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


JUNE 24.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Customs and Inland Revenue, Isle of Man (Loans), Com- 
mon Law Procedure and Judicature Acts Amendment. 


BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Merchant Seamen (Payment of Wages, &c.), Union As- 
sessment Committee (Single Parishes) (passed through 
Committee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Ackworth, Featherstone, Parston, and 
Sharlaton Gas, Bristol and Portishead Pier aud Railway, 
Bristol Port and Channel Dock, Exmonth and Distriot 
Water, Great Northern Railway, Great Western and Mon- 
mouthshire Railway and Canal Companies, Huddersfield 
Tramways avd Improvement, Hundred of Hoo Railway, 
Lancashire County Justices, Liantrissant and Taff Vale 
Janction Railway, Malton Gas, Trinity Hospital, Green- 
wich, Wandsworth and Patuey Gas, Wigan Improvement. 

Consolidated Fund (No. 1). 


JUNE 25.—BILLS IN COMMITTEE, 
Isle of Man (Loans), County Bridges (both passed through 


Committee). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Doncaster Corporation Water, Hendom 

Local Board, Preston Improvement. 
JUNE 28.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 

Bristol Cemetery, Kensington Improvements, Lonsdale 

Settled Estates, Taxes Management. 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Common Law Procedure and Judicature Acts Amend- 

ment (passed through Committee). 
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BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Privat Bris. — Bristol Channel Pilotage (Cardiff), 
Special Drainage District, Hall Setting, 
1 ore (Loans, &c.), London Gaslight Co 
pany, 


Reading 
Isle of Mae ol 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bill to Amend the Law relating to Parliamentary Oaths 

and Affirmations (Mr. Labouchere). 
JUNE 29.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Parvare Briis.—Mersey Railway Neath Harbour Com- 

missioners, Filey Harbour. 
Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law ,No. 2). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Briris.—Pontypridd, Caerphilly, «and Newport 

Railway. 





Cuurt Papers. 
SUPREME OOURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. Coan ae ae = ga V.C, Manas, 
July Sm, PembertonMr. —" Mr. Merivale 
Ward Clowes pn 
vale 
King 
Merivale 
King 


Mr, Teendale Mr. Leech 
Latham 


Tesslale Leach 
Farrer Latham 
Teesdale Leach 
Farrer Latham 


eereesee 


cece 10 


Vv. C. Bacon. 


Monday, July r mae Saty 
“Tuesda kso 
Wednesday... pe 
Thursday .... 


WVossevcee 


Frida 
Saturday ,... 10 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 6.—Messrs. Desenuam, Tewson, Farmer, & Brince- 
WATER, at 2p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see 
advertisement, June 12, p. ». 

July 7. —Mesers. Baxter, Paynz, & Leprer, at the Mart, 
i) 2 p.m., Freehold Property (see advertisement, June 12, p. 


suly -—Mesers. FAREBROTHER, Extis, Cuarkx, & Co., at 
Mart, Freehold Properties (see advertisement, June 26, 


Iahy ?—Mesere. Epwin Fox & Senin at the od, at 
2 p.m., New River Shares (see advertisement, June 26, P. 5); 
July 8.—Mesers. Smatireirce & Bisuor, at the Mart, at 2 
.m., Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 12, p. 16). 
Bete coro Norton, Trist, Warney, "& Co., at the 
Mart, Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, 
June 12, p. 7). 





A Chicago legal journal says that a Dr. Wagner was 
indicted for being a “‘common barrator.” The State 
prac that the dehcaiiont, had brought innumerable actions 
against at least fifty different persons in the county upon 
purely fictitious causes of action. One day before a single 
magistrate he had instituted nearly 1,000 suits, as many as 
126 being against one person, 121 against another, and 120 
ap bore athird. Butit appeared that these suits were brought 
by the doctor bimeelf in his own name, For ‘the defendant 
it was argued that when the prisoner was himself the litigant, 
if his suits were groundless and malicious, the law supplied 
8 sufficient remedy by mulcting bim in costs, and rendering 
him also liable to action for malicious ion ; that the 


when the offender attempted to escape all civil liability by 
inciting others to suits instead of bringing them es 
The court decided in Wagner’s favour, and ordered the 

charge of the prisoner. 


—=—== 
BIRTHS, MARBLAGES, AND DEATHS. 


Dawes, solicitor, of a gS 
Epwarps.—June 28, 


ee sene te 54, Longridge-road, South K. 

VANS.—J une , ensington, 

the wife of Patrick F. daeane’ af the done Semple, aed 
at-law, of son. 

FREEMAN.—June 22, at Cromwell House, Staines, the wife of 
John Robert Freeman, of 3, Stone- buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, 
barrister-at-law, of a son 

Smaty.—June 27, at Ellen Bank, Dundee, the wife of W. J, 
Small, solicitor, of a son. 

MARRIAGE. 

Watt—Rosinson.—June 14, at Ballina, protons Wall, of 
the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, to Mary Wade, daughter 
of G. Robinson, Boyne ae. — Kildare, Ireland. 


Rvupa.u.—June 23rd inst., at 59, Eaton-square, S.W., John 













ion, aged 81. 
THoMPson.—June 20, Richard Thompson, een: Crannow, 
St. Gennys Stratton, North Devon, aged 76. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupt. 
Farivar, June 25, 1880, 
Under the Bankruptcy’ Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in don, 


duly 9 at 11. 30 
July 9 
ham, July 13 at 11 
June 12. she ag J 
k, Norfo! 
June 17. y enenaae. July 6 at 1 
> 
Pepys. ge 7 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Count 


y 


ones, 
Basham, Elizabeth, po 4 Suffolk, Pet June 19. Grimsey. 
I ich July 8 at 12.30 
Cockroft, 
June 21. » July 8 atl 
jun. ‘Hereford, July 7 at 12.30 
— George, Bi m, Coal Merchant. Pet June-21. Parry, 
irmingham, July 8 at 
Parmiter, see, Eeanisions George, Wareham, mete Watchmaker. Pei 
June 22. Dickinson. Poole, July 12 at 11.30 
Rowland, ‘Thomas, Loftus-in-Cleveland, York, Grocer. 
Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, July 9 at 12.30 
Sewell, Edward, Donington, 
Peterborough, Jt July 7 at 10 
Wilkinson, , Huddersfield, Grocer. 
weeersel, Ju a 
Henry y, Aston, nr Birmingham, 
Pet June 23. Cole. Birmingham, July 6 at 2 
TuxESDAY, June 29, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must foresed nate yap he of debts to the Registrar, 
er in London. 
Ameren, illiam, am, Dow D pl, Hammersmith, Draper. Pet June 
Wipperman, Hin — lane, Merchant. Pet June 25. 
ham, July 14 at 12.30 _— 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Banks, oral and George Frederick Evans, Manchester, Skirt 
Manufacturers. Pet June 25. Kay. Manchester, July 12 at 12 
Brooks, Joseph Frederick, Wells, Somerset, Butcher. Pet June 26. 
Foster, ells, July 13 at 12 
Cone aon, Jagat jiManchester, Jeweller. Pet May 26. Lister. Man- 
hester, 
Cocmenn Hugh, Barrow-in-Furness, Carpenter. Pet June 23, 
Postlothuraite. Berend ay 12 at3 
Edwards, Sam -Hull, Smack Owner. 
26. Rollit. som gimme mo l, Jaly 12 at3 
Grazebrooke, Willen 2 Ay saagae O kham, Berks, of no occupation. 
Pet June 26. un, Windsor, July 17 at 11 


Pet June 22. Jones. 
» Beer Retailer. 


Hilary, 

Wilson. Salisbury, July 16 at 2 
sey iberls , Manchester, Tea dealer, Met Jone.38. Kay. Manchester. 
June 24, Townsend. 

— aa uy a0 at 
Weddell William, Batley, York, Tea dealer. 

wsbury, FY, July, 16 
Winden, , Berks, Grocer. 


printer, July 14 at 1.30 
ham, Bagshot, 


Surrey. Pet June 25. Bell. 





Senta: te ial 12 at 11 





Dawes.—June 25, at Fairfield House, Rye, the wife of Walter 


Sea, the wife of Sehhary Tedwurds ef Lincnta’es s-inn, barcister. 


Rudall, barrister-at law, late of 4, Stone buildings, Lincoln's. 


Beach, Edward, Arthur st, Chelsea, Builder, PetJune22. ‘Murray, 
Broadhurst, James, Bow ni, Auctioneer. Pet June 22. Murray, 
Giles, Robert, King William st, Auctioneer. Pet June 23. Brong. 
Hammerson, Nathan Phili: Py Tale Watch Importer. Mot 

ly 6 at 20 Westbourne grove, Milliner. Pet 
r st, Southwark, Wheelwright, Pei June 


try. % 
Bailey, Mark, Huddersfield, Ae Sli Manufacturer. Pet June 
2. J Huddersfield, July 7ab 11. 
illiam Hoyle, Hipperholme, Halifax, Silk Spinner. Pet ‘3 
Rankin. Halifax a . 


Hughes, James, Pentre, Radnor, Sane. Pet June 23. Carless, 


Pet June 9, 
ln, Farmer. Pet June 23. Gaches, 


Pet June 
Anthony, Detnitbction, — Farmer. Pet June 26, — 
ue teen William, Ashton Keynes, Wills, Bakers. Pet 


Pet June 25. Nelson, a 
Pet June 18. Collins. : 


i 


eruley 


Tuigiateles Fels 


aii 


eeSeb eal 


afaef pals 


she8 


+i 


efabesty stake sFaieto¥ete taal: fete ely 
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ee, St Croydon, Til bad eiuuiaescenrmagidiana tenis sien, ibion bon pl Lae Veede‘Weley owas July 7 ab3 atthe Law 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fauay, June 25, 1880. 
Brierley, William Henry, and Charles Henry Kenyon, Pendleton, 
Lancaster, Plasterers, June 23 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farmay, June 25, 1880. 
offices amy d Werth Kill, Colenester sinadibbesician 
mythies an c! 
Pog vay A, News Agent. July 12 at 2 at 
ee car Moran, Lord st, Liverpool. Farrington and Crofton, 


anti, nomwederick, Cla; om, Derby, Ironmonger. July 6at 11 
of Jones and ‘Middleton, Gluman gate Chesterfield 
hh Walker, Bridlington, York, Manager. July 8 at 3 at 
wines of Biicktin, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st. Led r, Bridlington 
ern Fergus, tr Oncier, Bristol, Painter. July 5 at 2 at offices 
lifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 
sauwor edn, Nottingham, Auctioneer. July 12 at 11 at the 
bly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Martin, Notting- 


Beasley, Tipton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. July 7 at 
Ba a offices of ‘addick, New st, West Bromwich 

Billamy, T Leami m Priors, Warwick, Paper Hanger. 
py eat It "at the Globe otel, Warwick. Boddington, High st, 


Warwick 
James, henge Lancaster, Builder. June7 at 3 at the 
2 


Boothman, 
gue Burnl pi coo f Accrington 
ton, Salford, Lancaster, 


Rytoh 


John 
“ae Tada fos of midioon and Sons, Gaetiey Geaere 
Gill Joseph a ‘Hunslet, York, Joiner. Al meng em acc: 


Calverley chambers 
Gordon, James, jun., Leeds, Carriage ‘wahaolcer: July 6 at 3 at 
Plan ncn Hotel, Park lane. Wells 


Geen, Francis, Ball’s Pond rd, Wine and Spirit Merchant. 
a, eee Woodfin and Wray, Tower chambers, Lon- 


Gseonbill, 2 John Alfred, Calne, Wil tee, Oh July 6 at 11 at the 
White Hart Hotel, Calne. ine. Enlips, Oat 
eae. July 9 at 1) at offices 


— ~ alter, Huddersfield, Hay Dealer. July 14 at'11 at offices'of 
mand. Crook, Market wall, Huddersfield 
Hawkins, Thomas, Bishop’s rd, Paddington, Florist. July 3:at/1l 
at offices of Crump, Budge row, Cannon st 
heltenham, Draper. July 3 at 11 at offices of 
, Regent st, Cheltenham 
Healey, John, St James’s terrace, Lower Norwood, Carrier. July 
19 at 3 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. 
Rumney, Walbrook 
Hole, iecy, Barnstaple, Devon, Wood Turner. July 8 at 4 at offices 
of Bencraft and Son, Brid, chmbrs, Barnstaple 
Hopkins, Samuel, Armley, York, Soda aur Manufacturer. July . 
7 at 3 at offices of Broo e, Bond st, 
Hudson, Herbert Seaton, Spotiorth Ye York, “Consiaiisibiin om July 
teh nn Queen Hote , Leeds. Arundel and Son, 


a Edward William, Kingston-upon-Hull, Builder. July 8 at 
3 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon- 





ay 14 Ses othe at are of iggles and Ogden, Booth st, Man- 


chester 

Bradbury, Arthur, Hednesford, Staford, Beer Retailer. Jnly 8 at 11 
at offices of Glover, Litchfield chambers, Walsall 

Bradley, Edward, Birmingham, ¢ , Greengrocer. July 5 at 3 at offices 
of Parry, Colmore row, ‘ingham 

Brent, Charles, Trowbridge, Wilts, — July 9 at 12 at 
Offices of Rodway, Fore st, Trowbri 

en. someb, Ryde, Isle of Wight: Tailor. July 15 at 1 at offices 
of onds and Co, ee. nein vio Ryde 

Brown, ick, rd, Stoke Newington, Miller. July 2 at 
Pad at — of Young 


entbons, be Mark lane 
aay 6 at 12 at 
tele 


ral Rotherham, York, Gentleman. 
ili is, Bank chmbrs, Wellgate, Rotherham 
Brown, John Spence, Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. July 8 at 11 at 
offices of Tayler, Mechanics’ Institute, Dovecot st, Stockton-on- 
‘Tees 
7 Edward Henry, Riley st, Berm Woollen Manufac- 
July 6 at 3 at offices of Chi: mre Palins st, Southwark 
ia, dosephe Middlesborough, Beer Dealer. July 12 at 10 at offices 
of er Wilkes, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
mjamin, jun, Leicester, Grocer. July 9 at 12 at offices 
of Fowler and - Grey Friars chambers, Friar lane, Leicester 
, Thomas, Sheffield, Boot and Shoe Maker. July 6 at 12 at 
offices rot Clegg — Sons, Victoria chambers, Figtree lane, 


Sheffie’ 
(Carr, William, ‘Wilmington, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coal Merchant. 
July Sat 3at re ago) Hotel, Paragon st, Kingston-upon-Hull. 
_ Walker — — > 
—_ oo Boe Sheffield, Grocer. July 5 at 2at offices 
8, Victoria Chambers, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
ition, re) vere Widnes, Lancaster, Greengrocer. July 12at 2 a 
offices of Beasley, Victoria rd, Widnes 
Cooke, Edwin, Walthamstow. Essax, Commercial Traveller. July 
7 at 2 at offices of Reed. and Lovell, Guildhall chambers 
sf °saly Stephen Collier, Bramerton st, Chelsea, Commission 
. July 3 at 10 at offices of Mickelthwait and Company, 


ng James Arthur Shireff, and Thomas Checkley 
_ Birmingham, Printers. July 7 at 3.30 at offices of Clarke 
and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
ck Water lane, Great Tower st, Merchant. 

defy 18 0 § ab oftoce of Uiskiater and Co, > esata rook 
Orickmore, He: illiam, Denham, July 7 at 11 
at offices of Sm ies and Mn — hill Colchester ri 


see Tape James, Newington Green rd, . July 7 at2at offices 
ie ae New Exchange buildings, Gea yard, Lom- 


cite Stafford, Dowtioomee keeper. July 9 
1 at i at aes - Shak espeare, Church 8: Oldbury 
Sheffield, Gase. 3 Juy® at n ‘at offices of Webster and 
~ sey nec Sheffield 
va , High st, Islington, Clothier. July 16 at 3 at 390, 


Say 14, Iolingtes 
‘Doaghty, Henry, Brim: m, Derby, Grocer. July 7 at 10.30 at 
of Jones and Beton, tankeoper, duly 
Down, William, Braunton, . July 7 at 3.30 at 
ee yg are B se Co, Bes we "Inington, . ee ion Keepe: 

July 0 at Sat othcos of Brotiead , Leadientiail st me 6 


Basar, George, Quocn Chasiton, | Somerset, Deiryman. July 5 at.12 


and Carter, Broad 
Riches, Wi i Altrincham, Chester, Watchinaker. July 15.at 3 .at 
Offices of Ogden, Booth st, Manches ter 
ra, John, en Dems and’s ohn Fletcher, St Helens, Lancaster, 
Builders. Jt July 14 at 3 at the Fleece Hotel, St Helens, Op- 
> elens 
Thomas, Joseph Friday, and James Charles Friday, Hart 
gO Buly 13 a 2 at offices of Basset, 


‘Gamble, John, Leicester, Boot‘Manufacturer. July 8 at 12 at offices 
Leicester 


of Shires, Market 
ie Taide Of Atrohana’ Dediicd ree ne emaaer, 








Woodh , Kingston-upon-Hull 


Johnson, Benjamin, ee emer, Beerseller, July 8 at 3 at 


11, Mi st, Congleton. 
Johnson, jes, Hatton garden, Printer. July 8 at 2:30 at the 
Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Graham. Ely pl, Holborn 


Julian, Robert, Walesby, Linco Blacksmith. July 8 at Il at 
Offices of Page and Padley, Mill 2 st, Market Rasen 

— Jonathan, Manchester, Tea Dealer. . J uly 12 at 3 at the Dog 
- Partridge Hotel, Fennel st, Manchester. Haslam, Manches- 


Lediard, Peregrine, Brighton, Dealer in Fancy Goods, July 16 at 3 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Cooper, Chancery 

List, Henry, Cambridge, ‘Publican. July 9 at 11 at offices Sof Ellison | 
& Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Lucas, William, jun, Coventry ® Watch Manninen. July 8 at 12 
at offices of Seymour, Priory row, Coventry 

Maloney, Michael, Stockton-on- Tees, Innkeeper. July 6 atll at 
offices of Thomas, Market Cross chambers, Stockton-on-Tess 

Mander, William, Coventry, Painter. J uly 8 at 1) at offices of 
Hughes and Masser, Li : Park st, Coventry 

Martin, oe. New Brompton, Kent, Writer. July 12 at 11 at 
offices of orman, High st, Ch 

Matthews, William, Smethwick, Stafford, Painter. Jnly 7 at 11 at 
offices of Jackson and Sharpe, High st, West Bromwich 

McLean, John Allan, Bre rd, Caledonian rd, Engineer. July 
12 at 2 at 145, Cheapside, hurst and Co, Old Jewry 

Mills, Frederick, Culchet Warrington, Coal Dealer. July 14 at 4,30 
at Offices of Taylor and Sons, Bond st, Leigh 

aes David, Lilanelly, Carmarthen, Farmer. July 6 at 1 at 

ices of Lloyd, King st, Carmarthen 

Morris, Edward, , Liangarren, Hereford, Wheelwright. July 9 at 4 
at the George ‘Hotel, Ross. Goldring, Cinderford 

gy Elizabeth, Wholesale Furniture Dealer, Manchester. July 

3 at 11 at offices of Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, 

Manchester 

Nicoll, Donald. Rockells ter, nomena Rye, Cheesemonger. pr 12 
at 3 at offices of Aird, eap 

Osmar, William John, ‘Three Colt st, Limehouse, Grocer. 13 
at 3 at offices of Nicholls and Leatherdale, Old Jewry ane 
Piesse and Son, Old Jewry chambers 

Painter, Edward Stoneham, L; Treguz, Wilts, a. July 
8 at 3 at offices of Boodle, Albion buildings, New Swind 

Pearce, Matthias, Bromley-by-Bow, Baker. July 5 at 2 at ‘offices of 
Breckels Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. Whitmarsh, 


Pickup, Edwin, ag: a meg Baker. July 8 at 11 at offices of 
le and Martin, Lo on st, Reading 

Piper, ticees, Newton Abbot, Devon, Tea pee. July 8 at ll at 

offices of Creed, Courtenay st, Newton A! 

Preece, William Goodwin , sen, and Williams Goodwin, Preces, jun, 

Shrewabu , Auctioneers. July 7 at 3 at offices of Clark and Sons, 


Swan _ hrews bury 
William White, Lymington, Southampton, Oilman. ina 
0, Great James st, Bedford row 


8 at 12 at offices of Hume and 
John Robertson Neilson, and Hugh 
fet Joka sh, Liverpoa July 8 at3at offices of 
John st, Liverpool 
Commercial Traveller. July 6 


aly Sat 1 a 


tial Gas of biakest con Oot bak os 
es ne. July 8 at 3 at offices of 


iopag Model, or Nomen -under-Lyne, 


Butcher. 
Newcastle-under. 
, Printer. MSs ot at 11 at offices of on 


July 16. at 3 at 


po nods 


“eae 


Sobol Be Chadderton, Lancashire, Farmer, 
offices of Whitaker, St Peter st, Oldham 
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Smith, Alfred, yay tet on aati July 12 at 3 at offices 


of Dixon and Co, 
mith, Aifred, Frank , Burton-on-Trent, Builders. 
July’? at 2.90 af offices of M Station rd, Burton-on-Trent 

Stallabrass, Jonathan William, Hoddesdon, Herts, Butcher. July 
14 at 12 at offices of Armstrong, Fore st, Hertford 

Stobart, John, Keighley, York, Grocer. July 7 at 2 at offices of 
Spencer and Clarkson, North’ st, Keighley 

Bto John Westley, | pay Stafford, Commission Agent. 
July “6 at 11 at offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingh am 

“Taunton, William Frederick, Bouverie st, Fleet st, Journalist. July 
6 at 3 at the Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st: Savidge, Eastcheap 

‘Taylor, John Richard Algernon, Church igs, ven st, Surgeon, 

uly '5 at 3 at offices of Stokes, pag Seve 

‘Thomas, Evan, Y! erra, Glamorgan, lor. July 6 at 1 at offices 
Leyson and Jones, Fisher st, Swansea 

‘Thurstun, William Bass, Hamstreet, Kent, Grocer. July 12 at 2.30 
at offices of Hallett and Co, Ashford 

Toomer, He Leigh, Ashford, Kent. July 9 at 11 at offices of 
Fraser, High st, Ashford 

‘Topham, Thomas, Moss, Campsall, York, Licensed Victualler. July 
9 at 2 at offices of Kenyon and Son, Thorne. Burdekin and Co 

Vooght, William, and Walter Anderson bys na Gladstone terrace, 
Kilburn, Bakers. July 9 at 4 at offices of Young and Sons, Mark 
lane. Tatton, Lower Phillimore place, Kensington 

Wainwright, Richard, Wavertree, nr Liverpool, Butcher. July 9 at 
2 at offices of Bartlett, Dale st, Live | 

uly 15 at 2 at offices of San- 


Warner, Thomas, Warwick, Draper. 
derson, Church st, Warwick 

Watt, George, and Robert Allison Watt, Morpeth, Northumberland, 
Engineers. July 7 at 3 at offices of Nicholson, Bridge st, Morpeth 

Whalley, David, Blackburn, Lancashire. out of business. July 7 at 
3 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Whitehouse, Thomas, Warwick, Broker. July 12 at 12 at the Bowl- 
ling Green Hotel, Bowling Green st, Warwick. Hesp, Warwick 

Whittles, James Lawson, and John Lawson Whittles, Bradford, 
York, Coal Merchants, July 2 at 11 at offices of Peel and Gaunt, 
Chapel lane, Bradford 

Wilkes, George, Walsall, Stafford, Chain Manufacturer. July 7 at 
11 at offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Willett, Abraham, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, Plumber, July 8 at 2 at 
offices of Harris and Gorst, Union court, Castle st, Liverpool 

Wright, Thomas Henry, and "Thomas C harlton, Queen Victoria st, 
Asphalte Manufacturers, July 6 at 2 at offices of Kennedy, War- 
wick court, Gray’s inn 

Yates, William, Barnoldswick, York, Boot Maker. July5 at 1 atthe 
Thatched House Hotel, New Market place, Manchester, Hartley, 


Burnley 
TvxEspay, June 29, 1880. 

Aldridge, James, Tyrrell rd, Peckham rye, House Decorator. July 
12 at 1 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch ‘st 

Allbrighton, William, Kettering, Northampton, Agent. July 8 at 
at the George Hotel, Kettering. Preedy 

ager. Frank William, West Hartlepool, Durham, Ironmonger. 

uly 12 at 12 at offices of Todd, Surtees st, West Hartley pool 

Bailes, Thomas, Durham, out of business, ‘J uly 9at 11 at offices of 
Mawson, North Ba‘ley, Durham 

Baily, Thomas Canning, Hogarth rd, Earl’s Court, Stationer, July 
16 at 3 at offices of Rice and Burnett, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Baker, John Benjamin, Tipton, Stafford, Ironworker. July 12 at 11 
at offices of Coldicott and Co, Castle st, Dudley 

Barwell, William, W ellingborough, Northampton, out of business. 
July 7 at 12 at offices of Hunter and Curtis, Halford st, Leicester 

Beagies, Charles, and Samuel Beagles, Nottingham, General 
ed July 9 at3 at offices of Cockayne, Fletcher gate, Notting- 
ham 

Berzynski, Jacob, Leeds, Tailor. July 13 at 3 at offices of Brooke, 
Bond st, Leeds 

Bridgman, Henry Thomas, Charlton Kings, Gloucester, Grocer. 
July 13 at 11 at offices of Heath, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Broad, Henry, Stafford, Licensed’ Victualler. July 13 at 3 at the 
Vine Hotel, Stafford. Morgan, Stafford 

Burgess, Henry, Burnley, Lancaster, Chair Maker. July 13 at3 at 
the Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley. Sutcliffe, Burnley 

Burrows, Wiliam Sellars, Tickbill, York, Grocer. July 7 at 12 at 
offices of Mellor, Queen st, Sheffield 

Callandar, James, Darlington, Durham, Travelling Draper. July 16 
at 3 at Offices of Wilkes, Northgate, Darlington 

Carruthers, David, Salford, Lancaster, Boot Maker. July 12 at 3 at 
offices of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Mancheste ter 

@ave, Charles Thomas, Hayes Bridge, Southall, Grocer. July 13 at 12 
at offices of Lay, Town hall, Brentford 

Chadwick, James Henry, Ferry Bridge, York, Grocer. July 12 at 
3 at the Foresters’ Room, Crown ct, Wakefield. Mander and Son, 
Wakefield 

Cheeseman, William Stookley, Midy yt ogy rd, Grocer. July 19 at 3 
at offices of Cook and Smith, Adelaide b! ldngs, London bridge. 
Pattison and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Chiverton, James, Ryde, Wine Merchant. July 13 at 3 at offices of 
Fardell, Cambrian House Offices, Market st, Ryde 

Cloke, Herbert John, South Ashford, Kent, Grocer, July 16 at 1 xt 
offices of Hallett and Co, Ashford 

be my William, Wakefield, York, In July 13 at 3 at 

Foresters’ Mander and Son, 


Room, Crown ct, Wakefie! 
Wakefield 
Costiff, John, New Swind Beng Draper. July 6 at 10 at offices of 
omen, se Albion bidngs, Swindon 
ih, and Thomas a Cowood, a. York, Provision 
Merchants,” July LA at — of - = and Price, North John st, 
iverpool, originally 
Croxton, William, Hanley, 8 ord, Licensed Victualler, July 8 at 
if at offices of Tennant and Co, mete Mach 
, Henry, Bradford-cum- Beowick, , Beer Re- 
a Fn 12 at 3 at offices of Manchester 
_ Lavenby, Lincoln, 5 er. July'Y ab 10 oh oon 
ae enry, Aston-juxta-B: out of business. Jul. 
10 at 11’ at offices of Flash, Connse of Ditinghans . 





Dinham, William Hi Barton-upon-Irwell, near Manchester, 
13 at 11 at offices of Lechineom, Ba 's 8 Head chambers, 
Manchester. N 


eedham, Black burn ’ 

Drewett, George, New Maldon Surrey, Builder. July 13 at 11 
offices of Kempster, Lower Lower Kennington lane, Lam! 

Edge, Charles, Ki ve, Stafford, Boot and Shoe re July 
at 11.30 at offices of Sherratt, Kidsgrove 


Ferenbech, Albert, and Martin Howry, | Bradford, , York, rk, Jewellers, i 
July 12 Cottam, Bradf ‘ 


at 3 at Queen’s Hotel, Leeds. 


Gadsby, John, Warrender rd, Upper Hollo’ outof ro HE ‘ 
7 i cea en 


12 at 3 at offices of Jackson, C Clement’s-i 


Gaunt, David, and John Gaunt, Shaw Syke, Halifax, Cask Dealers, 


a 9 at 3 at offices of Boocock, Silver st, Halifax’ 
James Fowell, Bradford 

aly 15 at2 Royal Oak Ine, Dorchester. * Westo m, Dorchester 
lider, George, Thomas Field Gelder, and Frederick y i's 
Gelder, Huddersfield, Woollen Cloth Manuf: 
11 at offices of Clou h, John William st, Huidersficld.- 
and Sons, Hudders eld 

Glover, William Asquith, Dewsbury, York, Boot Manufacturer, 
July 14 at 2 at offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Godwin, Arthur, Forest Gate, Essex, Florist. July 20 at 4 at Offices 
of Hanson, King st 

om, William, Carlton Iron Works, nr syle buildings, Wile 

ron And 11 at offices of Catchpole, Argyle buil 
Middlesborough 

Grimsley, Henry Samuel, and Frederick Grimsle: ord, Sculp. 
tors. July 13 at 12 at offices of Bickerton, St Michael's 8 chambers, 
Ship st, Oxford 

Hammick, Thomas, Torquay, Devon, Master Mariner, Fy: oat 
at offices of Carter and Son, Cary buildings, Abbey rd. 

Hargreaves, James, Clitheroe, Lancaster, Draper. July 16 at 
at Old Bull Hotel, Church st, Blackburn. Eastham, 

Harrison, William Sh aw, Halifax, Coal Merchant, _ ‘July 9 ie 
offices of Walshaw, Crown st chambers, Halifax 

Hatchard, Edward, rare. ee Travell July 9 at 4a 
Old White Hart inn, igh st, Borou, 

Hayward, Walter, Ashton Keynes, Wits, Slater. July 6 at iy 

af a bony 3 — Sie J ackson . 
enton, Nicho! nllawddog, ares Carpenter. 
10.30 at offices of Griffiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen <= 

Henzell, Septimus Decimus, Hulme, Manchester, Common 
ay 12 at 3 at offices of Britson and Grundy, Princess st, 
chester 


He resrys Burton Joseph, Brougtom, Salford, Commercial Clerk, 


uly 14 at 3 at offices of Doyle - Neen. Manchester 

Herbert, Samuel William, atle ‘A tons ” ae July 12 at 
offices of Wooler, Exchange bldgs, Batl : 

Hill, Hezekiah Elijah, Walsall, Stafford, Butcher. July 9 at 
offices of Bill, Bridge st, Walsall ‘ 

Huey, William Duckworth, Liverpool, Restaurant Pro prietor, 7 
11 at 2 at offices of Forrest, Fenwick st, Liverpoo! 

Hunt, “Arthur, Bristol, Livery Stable Keepe: r. Willmote at lL 
offices’ of Freedman, and Co, Victoria st, Bristol. 

Jefferson, Ebenezer Walker, Hastings, Chemist. July 2 at 11.30 
ggg aga buildings Chancery lane. Meadowsand 

8 

Jelf, George, Doverdale, Worcester, Farmer. July 14 at 12 at 
of Clutterbuck, The Foregate, Cross, Worcester 

Johns, Thomas, Birmingham, Fender "slemeteneien.. July 12 at I 
at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Témple st, Birmingham : 

Jones, Daniel, Swansea, Sail Maker. July 9 at 11 at offices of Fiat 
Adelaide st, Swansea 

Judd, John, sen, Barnstaple, Devon. Tea Dealer. July 17 at 
offices of Incledon and Co, Bridge chambers, Barnstaple 

Kane, George, Christian Malford, Wilts, Baker. Syd 12 ab 4x 
the White Har: Hotel, Calne. Phillips, Chi an ger 

Kennedy, Arthur John, Albert mansions, Victoria st, Gentlemsm, 
July 23 at 3 at offices of Boxall and Boxall, Chancery lane : 

King, Thomas Charles, Fearnall Heath, Worcester, 
Manager. July 13 at 11 at offices of Bentley, Foregate st, Wote 
cester 

Linton, John, Birmingham, out of business, July 9 at 11 at office 
of Eden, Bennett’s hill, Birming! 

Long, Albert, Ricketts, Blagdon, Somerset, Yeoman. July oats 
Swan Hotel, Wotton-under-Edge. Payne and Fuller 

Longstaff, Thomas, Hereford, Chemist. July 12 at 11 at offices i 
James and Bodenham‘ St Peter st, Hereford 

Malcom, John, Measham, Derby, Ironmonger. July8at12 adil 
Wilson, Station st, Burton-on-Trent 

Mansfield, Edwin, Bath, Bath, Plasterer. July 12 at 11 at — 
Bartram and Bartlett, Northumberland bl 

Marsh, Clement, Hanley Commercial Clerk. J fuly 10 at E ed 
Stafford Railway Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. 


MaNole, han Walsall, Beerseller. July 12 at 3 at offices of 2 


Temp) é st, Birmingham 
, John, Lancashire, hy oe eee 0 
of Forshaw. and Parker, Cannon ‘st, Presto 
ewtown, John, Burlawn, Cornwall, mimber Dealer, July 8 ab 38 
oe Arms Hotel, Wadebridge. Creber, Creber, ia é 


— Tk William John, meter, Dorset, Cattle Dealer, J 
ge i d, Blandford ee 


frentngiaen Metal inner. July 12 at 3 at office 
Waterloo st, 
alford, Lancashire, Dyer. July 20 at 2308 
Weston and Co, » Nortolk st, Mane uchester 
wield Willian Fenchuseh st Coffee er. July 15 at 3 atc 
of 8 ee Jackson and Prince, 0 


Licensed Victualler. July 
Wellington 


oR ater rE lor, 
po Tg sway Saddle July 14 


12. the Gueen Heil, Ones . Be, 
eS es Calon of Wen Bt iiany'e on "s sq, Paddington 





rd Peverell, Dorset, Dorset, Grocer, 
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William. Corn Chandler- yp 19 at 2 
“tag, oes Ca Beainghall st. Beard and Sons, 
Riley, “Sk Imersdale, Lancashire, Corn Miller. ? 12 at 2 
Mey dees of Roose - ant Price, North John st, Liverpoo ~ 
nobers, Blnzar a ated Denbigh, Farmer. 1 16 at 12 
‘ynnstay Arms Hotel, Wrexham. Adams, Ruthin 
‘achinecn, Tom, Ossett, York, Dyer. July 0 at 8 at offices of Staple. 


ton, Union st, Dewsbury 
ay, Wilberforce rd, Hornsey, Medical Prac- 


hfort, Walter Mi 
gag July 8 at at Sale offices of Lloyd, Finsbury chambers, Lon- 





wail 
Rider, John, Pudsey, nr nr Leeds, Wool Merchant. July 6 at 10 at 
offices of poe Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 


Streatham common, Bootmaker. July 13.at 3 at offices 
of Lovet and Co, King William st 
Searell, Charles, North Greenwich Station, Cubitt Town, Slater. 
July 7 at 12 at offices of Stoneham and Legge, Philpot lane 
Sidgreaves, Thomas Atkinson, Manchester, Estate Agent. July 20 at 
a. at offices of Tucker, York st, Manchester 
William Robert, Cardiff, Draper. July 15 at 12 at office 
of abe and Co, Moorgate st st bidngs, Moorgate st. Heard, Car- 


diff 

Serer, 2 Henry, Norwich, Butcher. July 10 at 12 at offices of Emer- 
gon, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 

Stenton, Tom, Barnsley, York, Innkeeper. J - d 12 at 11 at offices of 

Marshall and Ownsworth, Church st, Barnel ey 

Adam, Southport, "Lancaster, Bookseller. July 22 at 11 at 

offices of Kerr, Fa r st, Manchester. Welisby and Co, South 


gkaine, Alfred, Hildersthorpe, ons Painter. July 10 at 11 at offices 
of Wray, Market pl, Bridlingto 

it Taylor, Janie, Yor stobacconst. July 14 at 12 at offices of Wilkin- 

08 gon, St Helens =, Xs 

Taylor, Joseph, C ames ey rd, Groter. July 15 at 2 at 
offices of Vernon, Moo: 

Thompson, John, Ardwick, cae Manchester, out of business. 
July 9 at 3 at offices of Noel, Cannon st, Manchester. Tremewen, 


epost ts Robertsbrid, Ss) Merch: July 1 
t, Harry, ridge, Sussex, Merchant. July 13 at 
uly & at at the George Inn, Robertsbridge. Philcox, Burwash 
ae bed mee Britannia, er 7 Grocer. July 15 at 12at 
ices of High st, Pontyprid 
, won 1 Wallace Rig , Wandsworth Md, Furniture Dealer. July 21 
at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 
Warde, George, Leeds, Grocer, July 9 at 3 at Law Institute, Albion- 
Leeds. Watson, "Leeds 
faterfield, Joseph Horton, William He Waterfield, and Ben- 
in Waterfield, nt, a Gornal, Stafford, Fire Brick Manu- 
rers. July 12 at 11 at Five Ways i inn, Lower Gornal. Gould 
and Eleock, Stourbridge 
Wheeler, John, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Grocer. July 10 at 12 at 
offices of ot and ores Bridge st, ha an 


Bee PG heed ag be F 


& 
~ 
Lag 


i 


m, William Joseph. North’ st, Wandsworth, Draper. July 
16 at 12 at mg of Jones, High st, Wandsworth 
Williams, James Emery, Portishead, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. 
Tuly 12'at 2 at — of Silby, Exchange West, Bristol 
oye John, ag Holyhead, Anglesea, Grocer. Taig i 13 at 2 at offices 
gor 
Wilson, Aaron, Chorley, samtaeee, Grocer. July 12 at 11 at offices 
of Stanton, High st, Charle ley 
Harry Paul, St Paul’s, Bristol, Draper. July 12 at 2 at 


nm, 
offices of Beckin Broad st, Bristol 
Wootton, Thomas Wolverhampton, Silk Mercer. J uly 12 at 
li at offices of Will Sok Queen st, Wolverhampton 














Wor. 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
fies Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
t 3a Gnaranteod Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 
ves of The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
@ fer Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
sffices Tnvalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
xes of without sugar, spice, or bay Brgy meg it suits all palates, 
q nara better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
North a. Fecha ‘WEAKENED with starch, ye and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
heed, Made instantaneously with ee: tae a teaspoonful to a Break- 
Fast, fast Cup, coating less than a half; 
CocoaTina A LA VANILLE is the aot delicate, digestible, cheapest 
ited Vanilla Chocolate, anf may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
In tin packets at 1s, 64., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Ay. Obarities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
om H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 
y 
yfiees M R. G. H. J ON E S ’ 
30 ae SURGEON DENTIST, 
- 67, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
: (Opposite the British Museum), 
‘oe ‘Will be glad to orward his Pamphlet on Painless Dentistry, free 
“ue enclosed by post, which explains the most unique system of the adjus 


ment of ARTIFICIAL TEETH withont pain. 
a CONSULTATION FREE FROM 10 TO 5. 





EDE AND 30N 


ROBE aoe MAKERS 
Y SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To H’ & Uajesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITYS CLERGY GOWNS, Bc 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94. CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES for SALE 
for JULY contains 1,000 investments, and can be had free: 
Particulars inserted without char; It is the 
for selling or purchasing property yp rivate contract.—Mr. Strusom,. 
Auctioneer, Surveyor, and Valuer, 2, itew Kent-road, 8.E. 


W ELL-SECURED INVESTMENT of £1,250 per 
Annum.—Messrs. Fuller, Ho , Sons, & Co. are in- 
structed by Executors to SELL, by rivate Contract, a NET 
RENTAL of £1,250 per annum, arising from extensive 
premises in a neighbourhood increasing in value, ard adjacent to 
the railway depots, the Docks, and the River Thames. Let on lease 
to a most responsible firm for an unexpired term of 18 years, at the 
expiration of which time a Say oan ie augmentation may be ex- 
pected. Will be sold to pa; Be aes cent. per annum,—For further 
— apply to Pod ULLER, Horszy, Sons, & Co., 1h, 
ter-square, London, E.C. 











XNROUND RENTS.—Freehold. Amply Secured. 
£31 per annum. One collection. ne a Rack rentals 
£167. Price, £744.—Also, £37 per annum. One collection. {Six 
houses. Rack rentals £200. Price, £888.—Full particulars of Mr. 
Tuomson, 57, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


ONEY.—£12,000 and other sums ready to be ad- 
vanced on Mortgages of Freeholds or long Leaseholds.— 
Apply to Messrs. Nevz & Rutter, Solicitors, Wolverhampton, 


A CITY PRINTER intends ectablishing a jaw 
Stationer’s Office near Temple Bar, and Te 

several parties having £3,000. Limited liability —_ vay Eligible 
premises. Liberal interest guaranteed, and bal gee = 
Thoroughly bona fide undertaking. No a token Law 
SratronEr, at Horncastle’s, 61, Cheapside, B.C. 


AW OOSTS Drafted and Settled for Delivery or 

Taxation on very Moderate Terms by a practical Solicitor of 
many — “Somme rigeidine references given.—Address, R. R., 

Mr. Eves, 27, South » Chancery- lane, London, W. C. 


AY. —WANTED, by a SOLICITOR, admitted 

‘oO years, & Re-engagoment as Conveyancing or General 

Soane Clerk, count z preferred, experienced in the routine of # 

London and a country office. Good references. Salary £160,—Ad- 
m,2 N.L., “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office. 


AW.—Wanted by the Advertiser, aged 28 (not ad- 
4 mitted), a Situation in a Solicitor’s Office as Conv 
and General Clerk; is well up in Probate and Divorce work, 
knows Somerset House thoroughly well. Salary moderate. 
Messrs. Pearson & Son,. 























not objected to.—Address W. T., care of M 
No, 26, Bishopsgate-street Within, E.C. 


W4NTED, a CONVEYANCING CLERK, not 
Articled. Must be accustomed to conduct Business My = 
to 





Yeryeslight supervision. Strictest references required.—A 
letter, a FE ng 7 ew, experience, 
A. B., Churchman’s Library, Hammersmith, W. 


Fg EXAMINATIONS.—A Solicitor, B.A., and 
LL.B., prepares C: vate and in class, for the 
Intermediate and Final. Classes now fi ng for Michaelmas and 
Hilary. Terms on application to Mr. Leapze, Moira Chambers, 17, 
Ironmonger Lane, E BE. 


R. T. BATEMAN NAPIER, Clifford’s-inn 
Prizeman, Winner of the Inco: ted Law ‘8 
Scholarship for the year 1976, and Conveyancing & 
both and the 








= Scott) 
Pre! atl rong 8 a 
% are ye | 
h the ae oF Thirty-four pupils out of the last 


Several 
commence on 
Toth of Amanat. =-For terns, &c., apply, No. sate sort adie 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple, Eo. 


RESPECTABLE WOMAN Wants Care of 








T° SOLICITORS.—OFFICES.—Most commodious 
[ai ag = gone a et arg 66, Coleman-street, B.C.. 
Third Floor also if required,—Apply to the f= Rinna — anny 
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HE LONDON ASSURANCE. 


(Incorporated by Royal Charter, a.p. 1720.) 
FOR FIRE, LIFE, AND MARINE ASSURANCES, 
Head Office:—No. 7, ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


Wast Exp Acenrs, 
Messrs, GRINDLAY & CO., 55, Parliceent-etreot, 8.W. 


Governor—WILLIAM eae, 

Sub-Governor—GEORGE L. M. G 8, Esq. 
Deputy-Governaor—LEWIS ALEXANDER WALLACE, Esq. 
Directors. 

A. C. Guthrie, Esq. 

Percival Lewis Hambro, Esq. 

Robert Henderson, Esq. 

Louis Huth, Esq. 

Henry J. B. Kendall, Esq. 

_— we . Esq. 
Palmer, Esq. 

ys we Ww. rogy a Ne 

P.F.R 5 

Robert Ryrie, — 

David P. Sellar, 

Col, Leopold Seymour. 

Solicitors. 


lessrs. Johnsons, Upton, — & | Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, Withers, 
oe 20, Austinfriars, E.C. & Russell, 4, Bedford-rew, W.C. 


NOTICE is hereby given that the fifteen days of grace allowed for 
renewal of Midsummer Policies will expire on 9th July. 


H. Gough Arbuthnot, Esq. 
‘Robert Burn — ioe. 
William T. Brand, 
Edward Budd, ~ vg 
Major-General H. P. Burn. 


Mark Wilks Collet, E*q. 
_ aw 


Howard Gilliat, Esq. : 
Henry Goschen, Esq. 
Edwin Gower, Esq. 





The Directors invite applications for Agencies for the Fire and Life 
Departmente. 
Prospectuses, copies of the Fire, Life, and Marine Accounts, and all 
- other information can be had cn application. 
OHN P. LAURENCE, Secretary. 


UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICE, 
11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 
DIRECTORS. 
Caarnman—Avooustus Prevost, Esq. 
Dervury-Caaiaman—Joun G. TaLpor, Esq., M.P. 
Henry Hulse Berens, Esq. Richard M, Harvey, Esq. 
Henry Bonham-Carter, Esq. Rt. Hon. Jobn G. Hubbard, M.P. 
-Oharles Wm. Curtis, Esq. Frederick H. Janson, Esq. 
Charies F. Devas, Esq. G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P. 
Sir Walter R. Sesehet Bart. Beaumont W. Lubbock, Esq. 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. John B. Martin, Esq. 
James Goodson, Esq. Hy. John Norman, Esq. 
Archibald Hamilton, Esq. David Powell, Jun., Esq. 
Thomson Hankey, Esq. Henry Vigne, Esq. 
Manacer oF Fist Derartment—F. J. Marsden. 
ActuaRY anv Szecretany—T. G.C. Browne. 
Share Capital at poets paid up _ argent eae 
Total Funds, upward: ose £2,981,000 
Total Annual ag = Se £500,000 
N.B.— Fire Policies which expire at Midsummer should be renewed 
bis wy Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before tbe 9th day 
y- 


VHE STANDARD LIFE ASSURANCE COM- 
PANY.—Established 1825, 
ANNUAL REPORT, 1880. 
Amonnt of Arsnrances accepted. e+ £1,134,444 
Ditto during the last five — 
Total assurances 
Revenue .....-.- 
Invested Funds 


DIVISION OF PROFITS, 1880, 


a PROFITS WHICH HAVE ARISEN SINCE 1875 will be di- 
ded among Policies in existence at the close of the current year, and 
assurances now effected will participate. 

Since 1835 the Company has distributed THREE MILLIONS Sterling 
on Bonus additions to Policies, 

London: 82, King William-street, E.C., and 3, Pall Mal! East, 8.W. 
Dublin :. 66, Upper Seckville~street. Manchester: 50, Spring-gardens. 
Liverpool: 10, Couk-street. 


OVEREIGN LIFE 
FOUNDED A.D. 1445. 


The Report of the Di ted to the Proprietors, sta 
that since the last wines tor Funds had been increased by taco 


DOWMENTS and ANNUITIES granted on libera terms. 
ASSURANCES adapted to ail circumstances and climates. 
Copies‘of the Report and Bajance-sheets can be bad op a 

to H. D. DAVENPORT, Secretary. 





£1,000,000 








OFFIOE. 








EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS in 
oy pAMDRD or ada pinssgghn ed or other Securities and 
RCH ASE Annuities thereon granted, 
of by the Ee EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY I INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMI- 
ED Enon! By 10, Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establisied 1835. 
Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be eapitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, 


BOROUGH OF BIRMINGHAM, 
qe yaad preci is prepared to Accept 
Offers of Loans to be 


‘Treasurer’s t, The Council House, 
Eden- math April, 1879. 


HURGOOD & O©O., Estate and-Land 4 
Surveyors and ‘Auctioneers, Lonadale Chambers, 27, Cha 
lane, W.C., bold PERIODICAL SALES of P. at the. 
Scnend Tuesday in each month. Railway, school Board, C 
Board of Works, and other Compensations conducted. Val 


Probate, Mortgages, &c. Estates managed. 
A scale of charges upon application. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FA 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and. Shes 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Pr 
Investments gonerally, is published on the first day of 
and may be obtained. free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, C 
or will be sent by postin return for two stamps.— 
ulde be received not later thau four days. previous t 
of the precding month 


be addressed to 
WILLIAM R. HUGHES, T 











ESTABLISHED 1851. 


I's B°K BE Oo = BAN K. 
Southampton Buildings, Chancery Lane. 

Current Accounts opened according jto the ra practice ¢ 
Bankers, and Interest allowed on{the minimum monthly b : 
not drawn below £25. No commission charged for keeping 
The Bank also receivesmoney on Deposit at Three per cent. 
repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its Customers, fr 
charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings, and other Securities an@ 
ables ; the imetica of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; 
the parchase and sale ot Stocks and Shares. Letters of © 
Circular Notes issued. 

A Pamphlet, with fall particulars, on application. 

FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, 

3lst March, 1880, 


RESTAURANT PARISIEN | 
(LATE MADME. JANET), RB 
10, CASTLE-STREET, HOLBORN 
(OPPOSITE THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE COMPANY). 


First-class Luncheon Bar for gentlemen in the neighbourhood, - 
and Private Dining Rooms. Dinners for 3s, 6d., 48. 6d., 58. 6d,, 7 
and 10s. 6d. Will be served in the Private Dining Seema; 
charge for z00m or pianoforte. Choicest Wines, Beer, and 
Proprietors, Dorzgr Broruers. 


PARTRIDGE AND co OP 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1 & 2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


Law Copying and Cugrossing, 
Deeds and Writings engrossed and copied on the 
ity and at a lowest scale scene charges. 
A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts. 


LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLATM AND SSRENER; AFFIDAVITS, an 
other PLEADING, 8. per folio. i 
DEEDS, rarhosiaise” MORTGAGES, — Printed in 
r Registration. 
Discount ouiiae for cash on. agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY, 


ETA LENOE, ota ot Ape aaa, MINUTES 0 
ogra ced peiees. f 
8 OF ESTATES, aPRCIFIGATIO. BUI DI 


SOCIETIES! DEEDS, LEASES, &e., Lithographed with ured 
and dispatch. 
PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS. ” 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 


ATES & ALEXANDER, General Printers, 
chants Borg sa wo Kee 27, Chancery-lane, immediately opposite t 


[& _ oe and General Prinung “t 


TS of Olaim and tren A flid 


* petitions, and | Pleadings printed by Yates & Alexander, 


Gus LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS. —Royal B 
J via Crinan and Caledonian Canals, by new swift 
COLUMBA or. the IONA, from Bridge ow, d 
7 a.m., and Greenock at SAS. 

Oban, North and West Official 








E.C. ‘ 














InDus, 





c GUAT TOM, jseccseatics, 


6d.—Bill, 
Cuatro & Publishers, 214, 
free from Davin MacBrarys, ‘19, Hope-street, 











